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^ Chapter- 1 ' 

• * * - ^ - 

' ^ Introduction 
* ~~ 1 

; > - I . GEIfERAL i 

.The National Survey of Individualized Education Programs (lEPs) for 
Handicapped Children was conducted in the spring of 1979 by the Research 
Triangle Institute (RJI)> under cfontract to the Biwpeau of Education for the ^ 
Handicapped (currently the Office of. Special *Education within the Department 
of Education), USDE*^ ThisHational survey consisted of a Basic Survey and two 
companion substudies. The methodology and findings of this national .survey^ 
which Consisted of a Basic Survey and tvo companion substudies^ are described, 
in fiv$ v6lumes. Volume I is an executive summary of the survey method^^logy 
and findings-. VoLume II describes th$ background, objectives > methodology, 
and instrumentation. Volume III describes the properties and contents of ^EPa 
prepared for the target population of the Basic Survey* Volumes IV presents 
the findings , of the .Retrospective Longitudinal Substildy', This volume^ Volume V, 
describes the properties and consents of lEPs prepared for the target popu^a- 
ti<Jn of tfie SXate/^Special Facility Subs.tujdy. , 

The target population for this eubstudy was students in state/ special 
facilities, defined as: ^ (a) non-LEA-administered schools} l,isted in the CIC 
Directory (Curriculum Information Center > Incorporated^ ^00 Ross Building^ 
1726 Champa Street', Denvfer, Colorado/ 80202); (b) institutions receiving 
P,L, 89-313 funds, According to the third annual ^report of the United States 
Comn^issioper of Education on Uses of State Administered Federal Education Funds ; 
and Cc) ijistitutibhs included in the Office of Civil Rights list constructed 
in' the fall of 1978. The lEPs collected and analyzed for the State/S»^ial 
facility Substudy were prepared for ^tudent^, ages 3'^21j who were enoM-ed in 

state/special facilities* \ ^ d 

/ 

*The^ 0 rganization of« Volume V *is described in Section II J^^low* * 



ORGANIZATION OF VOLUME^ V 

The ^State/Special Facility Sub5tudy wa^' 'designed to answer five"* of the 
twenty major research question^^ that were .developed 'for the nationaT surVey* ^ 



(See<^ Volume II, Chapter 3 for a complete list,)' The first of these major 

qu^s^ioQs asks that the first six questions developed for the Basic Survey - 

also^ be applied to the State/Special Facility Substudy. Therefore, the State/ 

Special Facility Sub^tudy ^focused on a total of ten questions that are very 

nfearly parallel to those ta the Basic Survey report- These ten questions are 

listed below. (The specific questions associated with each of these general 

* . . ■ ' ' : ^ . ' , 

questions are presented as Appendix A of this volume-) - 

Ques^ioh 1: What' do Ctate/Special Facility lEPs look likfe? '"'^^ 

Question 2: What kinds of inf^onnation d<5 State/ Special Facility lEFs 
contain? 

Question 3; H^)w is inf^-rmation presented in State/Special Tacility'IEPs^? 

/ Question A: Who participates 'in the ^levelopraent and approval of State/ 
* ' Special. Facility- lEPs? - " , 

^ Question 5: What types of special education and 'related services are 
* specified in State/Special Facility lEP^? . 

Qdestion*6: Hoj/ informative ahd internally cons i<s ten t^ are State/Special 
Facility lEPs?' 

^ Questaon 7: What ^^a re the characteristics of students who have lEPs and 
^ ' ^' are enrolled in sj;ate/special facilities, and of the facili- 

ties in which they are enrolled? 

^ Question 8: How do the types of special education services specified in 
State/Special Facility lEPs vary by selected student 
characteristics? 

* Question 9: How do the formats, properties, contents, and development* 
processes of State/Special Facility lEPs vary by selected^ 
s tudent cha rac te ris tics? 

Question 10: How do the answers to questions one^through six above^ 

differ for students in Basic Survey schools ' (regular and 
'special) and state/special facilities? 

^ Th'^ results and nia^jor findings of the State/Special Facility Substudy a^a 
organized .and presented, as responses to th&se ten general questions in the' 
following chapters,, as outlined in Table lA^ Each cha'pter, contains^ as a 
final, section ^ a summary of the major findings presented in the chapter. 

^Chapter 2 presents* a rather detailed description of the national popular 
tioQ of- handicapped children wjio were served in state/special facilitig^.' The 
facilities in which these chiltJren were Enrolled are also described. ' ^ 



1.2 



Table 1.1 



LINKAGE BETWEEK STATE/ SPECIAL FACI-LITY SUBSTUDY QUESTIONS 
\ AND CHAPTERS iN WHICH ANSWERED ' ^ 



Study Quest-ions 



Cbapt'e rs 



4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 



3 
4 
4 
5 
6 

7 . 

2 * - 

7 
3-6 
3-7 



Chapters/-3 and 4 describe ttie bd'sic properties and content '^reas of 
state/special' facility. lEPs . 

Chapter 5 describes the personnel involved in developing and 'approving 
•state/spetial facility lEPs. 

In Chaj)t«r 6, the specif .education and related services specified in the 
lEPs of stujdents in state/special faciliULfi^ajcross the nation are described.. 

Chapter 7 describes the infonuatiVeness and internal consistency of 
state/special facility lEPs. 

Chapter's 3-7 also contain comparisons with findings in the Basic Survey 
and discussions of findings for subpopulations> as defined by selected student 
and school characteristics. ^ 

Chagter 8 presents a summary of major findings and a discussion of result^ 
ing conclusions . ' For the most part > the coric lusions of the State /Special 
Facility Substudy result from findings that cut Across several chapters; as a 
result) conclusions are _^Tresented in the final chapter as opposed to being 
discussed in earlier chapters. ' 

The pi;pportions > means>'and other statistics presented and discussed in 

r 

these chapters are population estiinates based on weighted sample data. The 



I 



estimated standard errors associated with each of^thes^ population estimates, ,^ 
are presented in appended tables. However, to preclude the excessive use of 
such qualifiers as "about" or '*approx;Lmately,'** these estii^^ates are discussed 
throughout this report as though they are precise population values. Although 
these population estimates and associated standard errors a)ce reported to the 
nearest tenth of a lAole number in the appended tables > they are usually , 
rounded to fhe nearest whole number when discussed or prefi^nted un the^ i»ody of- 
the report . ^ ' ^ . ' 

■With one exception, all support^ing materials have been appended separately 
by chapter; i.e., materials referenced in Chapter 1 have been placed in Appen- 
dix A, those referenced in Ch)apter 2 have been 'placed in Appendix B, etc. The 
exception is Appendix. H, Which contains a description of the. maj^or reporting 
variables used throughout this volume* AppendiSc H also notes the sample sizes 
for the. reporting groups within each major reporting variable, Subpopulations 
,with sample sizes of less than 25 also ate noted in the tables presented in 
Appendixes B-G. . ' 

Within each of Chapters 3"7, findings pertinent to each topic are pre- 
sented for the State/Special facility Substudy populatiot^. In most cases 
these are followed by p^|g^llel findings for the Basic Survey population, with 
notat;ion of statistically significant differences between the two populations. 
In' some instances, findings then are presented comparing the State/Special ^ 
Facility Substudy popu^^tion separately with regular schools and special 
schools from the total Basic Survey population, ^ 

The small size of the State/Special Facility Substudy sample severely 
limited the number of subpopulations for vhich results could be reported , 
However, for some topics, findings are presented for students grouped by 
(a) age levels and (b) the level of severity of their handicaps . As noted 
above, sample sizes for and definitions of th«^1*/ reporting variables , i , e . , 
the variables that define the subpopulations for which results are reported 
separately, are provided in Appendix H. Age and severity levels were selected 
as reporting variables on the basis of :^ (a) the extent to which specific 



^ Note in rounding tha^ if the first digit to be dropped is 3, the last 
digit retained is increased by 1 if it is odd but 'is kept unchanged if it is 
even; for example , 7.5 becomes B and ,6 .5 becomes 6 . [National Center for 
Education Statistics, NCES guidelines for tabular presentation / Washington, 
I^.€-: National Center for Education Statistics (USOE> HEW), August 1974.] 



l.V 



fiadiagi were" expected to vary over tbeir defined groups at leveljs (e.g.j the^^ 
extent ^o wtiich parental participati(Jn in the development of students^ lEPs 
were expected to vary vfien classified by student age level--3"5> 6-12^ 13"15> 
dr 16-^1) > 'and (b) tKe inadequate sample size within each reporting group far 
the other gotentftl 'Reporting variables . 

/ As stated iti Volume' 11 "(Chapter 7) 9f this' report^ the -.05 levei^ was 
selected for detenninxrfg the /statistical significance of between-group com- 
parisonsv Differences th^t are significant at the .10 level but not at the 
* $5' level (actuilly^ *dif f^rencei. of the raa'^nitude of 1.5. to 2 standard errors) 
♦are interpreted as being 'IsuggestiVe" of significant differences. 



Chapter 2 



, * Wha^^Are*the CharacteVistics^of/the Students Receiving 
^ ^' Sp^ciaJ. Education in State/ffpecial Facilities 
And of the Facilities in Which They Are Enrolled? 

The target population for ;tbe Stat^/Speoial Facilit^y Substudy inclided 
' all children in 46 of the 48 contiguous Unit;^d Stages (New Mexic^.^nd K'ev^da 
i were excluded) and the Distrlct^of Columbia , Who were^ as of 1 December 1978: 



a) 



Between the agjes of 3-2l> inclusive. 



Enrolled in a ^ state/specia!^ facility ^as ^defined in Chapter I of 

this volume) . ^ " , * . 

c) Classi f ied by, their place of enrollment as pbeing handicapped ^nd 

receiving special educaMon and related services/ ^ ' 

N , , ■ ■ ■ 

lEPs and stddent descriptive Infomation were collected and analyzed only for 

tKat portxqi^of the target population that li^d lEBs, 

This chapter focuses primarily on the State/Special Facility^Substudy 
question: What are the- ^characteristics of the studeijts receiving special 
education in state/special facilities ^nd of the facilities in which they ar^" 
enrolled? The first section of the (ibapter ^escribes the student character- 
istics; the second section presents "the facility characteristics. Section III 
provides 'a summary of this chapter. Supporting data are ificLuded In Appendix B, 
All reported measures are' population (or when not;ed , ^subpopulation) estimates 
based on weighted sampl*e data. s 



I. STUDENT CHARACTERISTICS 



* In- this section^ students in the State/Special Facility Substudy are 
descp.bed in terms of; (a) their general- characteristics, inc"Euding grade 
le^el^S->tet r^ce, and sex; and- (b) ^the nature and severity of their handicap(s) 

Based on data obtained from ^iie sample of state/special facilities the 
estimated number of handicapped students^ ages^-j3^-2l, aerved in s'tate/special 
faci\ities in the 46 contiguous states and the District of Columbia is 188.>390, 
Approximately 93 percent "Of these students had lEPs. 
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A . Grade Levels Age^ Race^ and Sex ' 

The following information about the student's age> grade level, race> and 
sex 'is' based 'on ,dat3^btained from the teachew most familiar with the s tudeti,t ' s 

1 , Grade Level * * , . jr " • 

Table B'l In Appendix B' presents the distribution of students with 
lEP? by specific grade levels. Table 2,1 summarizes this distribution by 
grade level groupings^ Note that grade level informant ion ^ was not a^^ilable ■ 
for 70 percent of the students^ presumablj/^ecause these students weVe served \ 
in tingraded .classes . This grade ievel distribution is considerably* different* 
from^^ijp .Basic Survey distribution (see Chipter 2 of Volume III) in that grade 
.level information was not available for only 14 percent of the Basic Survey 
students . ^ ■ * . ' ^ 



. ' - • Table 2.1 

DIStRl|UTION OF STUDENTS BY GRADE ^EVEL GROUPINGS 



-Grade Level 



Pre-K and K . - . 

4-6 
7-9 _ 
10-12 

Ungraded/Undete nnined 



Perqg jit 



4 

6 

13 
3' 
70 



Total 




100 


f 



A 



2. Aj^e and Sex , , • 

* ♦ 
The distribution^ of handicapped students with lEPs is presented by 

specific age levels in Table B.2 of Appendix B. This distribution is summarized 

in Table 2.2 by the four broad age. level- groupings that were selected to , 

co*rrespond roughly to prescho&l (ages S'^S).) elementary school (ages 6-12) > 

middle/ junior high school (ages 13" 15) » and senior , high scThool (ages 16-21) 

students. This age distribution differs from ^asic Survey age diitribii' 

tion primarily in' the ' proportion of 6" 12 year-old students served . This 

. . ■ lb ■ 

'2.2 * ' 



Table 2.2 

• STUDENTS WITH' lEPs , BY AGE AND SEX 
(In percents) 



. Age Level 


' ' Sex" 


Total 


Hale Female 


3-5 
■ 6-12 
13-15 
16-21 


. 5- ' 3 
-26 ' - 11 
13 10 
19 . "8 V 


• , 8 
37 

27V . 
26^^ 


,.yotal , 


: : *; 

68 32 


100. 



a/ 



Detail ^does not to total because of rounding. 



. \ ■ . ■ ■ 

differenc^e of 26 percent (37 percenfeof , the State/Special Facility students as 
compared to ^3 percent of the Basic Survey students"*"*see Chapter 2 of Vol- ^ 
ume III) is offset by larger percentages In the State/Si>ecial Facility dis- ^ 
triButions in Ithe other age groupings. 

3, Racy and Sex , v 

Ei^ty-three percent of the students were white, 13 percent were * 
*blackj 3 percent were Hispanic^ less" thart 1 percent werle American Indian or 
Alaskan Native, and a little less than X percent were" Asian or Pacific Islander 
(see Appendix B Table B.3)- This distribution diffiers slfght.ly from the Basic 
Survey, primarily .in tha^ the State/SpefciaL Facility sample included a larger 
proportion 'of the white, not hispanic category (83 percent as compared to 75 
percent in the Basic Survey), . K 



B- Nature and Severity of Handicap 

Figure 2.1 shows the dis^ibution of students by type 61 handicapping 

condition(s) , a^ specif ied by the students' teachers. Note that the percents 

in this figure total, more than 100 since some student^ had two or more handi- 
capping conditions (see Appendix B> Table B. 4). * ^ 

Whereas Figure 2 A di&scribes the types of handicapping conditions fountj 

among the target populations Figuft 2.2 describes the targ^^t population in 



Meat*ify Retard&d 



^Learoi'ng Dis^^i^jffed 

•w * 

.Emotionally. Disturbed 
Speech lo^^Afed 
Deaf and Hard of Hearing 
Orchopedically Impaired 
Visually Handicapped 
Other Health Impaired 



10 

-4- 



20 



30 



11 



11 



40 
H- 



3| 



50 

13- 



60 



70 



80 



90 
-4- 



100 » 



10 



20 



30 



40 



50 



60 



70 



80 
t 



90 



'Figure 2.1/ Distribution of Students with lEPs, by Nature of Handicapping Condition. -' 



a/ 



100 



a/ 



Percents total more than JOO because some s^tudents have multiple conditions.. 



2i 



Single Condition 
Mentally Retarded 
Learning Disabled 
Emotionally Disturbed 
Speech Impa ired 
Deaf and Hard of Hearing 
Visually Handicapped 
Orthopedically Impaired 
Other Health Impaired 

Multiple Conditions 
'Two ConVlitions 
JThree Conditions 
Four or Mor£ Conditions 



11 



a/ * 
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51 
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Figure 2,2, Percent of Student,s , ' by Nature of Single and Multiple Handicapping Condition. 



a/ 



Chil has ^ estimated sample sizes of Uss than 25*.* 



Less than .5 



90 



2. 



100 



terms of whether they had single or multiple handicapping conditions. 
Figure 2*2 also indicates the nature of handicapping conditions for those 
students who had only one handicap^^ As shpwfj, in Figure 2,2> 49 percent of the 
students had a single handicapping condition; the remaining 5 1 percent had 
multiple conditions. (See Appendijf B> Tables B.5 and ^ 

" As would be e)cpected> the disj^ribution of students by type j}t handicapping 
condition is drastically different for the State/Special Facility students 
than for the Basic Survey s^udents^ The major differences are in the following 
areas: 

Multiple conditions (51 percent for the- State/Special Facility , 
students; 16 percent tot th^-Basic Survey students). 



1) 

2) 
^) 

♦ 

5) 
6) 



Mental retardation (50^ pey^cent for the State/Special Facility 

students; 26 percent for thk Basic Survey students), 

Leaifning disabled (18 percent for the State/Special Facility 

students; 41 percent for the Basic Survey. students) . 

Emotionally distiirbed (28. percent for the State/Special Facility 

students; 8 percent for th6 Basic Survey students). 

Speech impaired (39 perceni: for the State/Special Facility students; 

33 percent for the Basic Survey students). 

Deaf and hard of hearing (22 percent for the State/Special Facility 
students; 3 percent for the Ba^ic Survey students). 



^ Severity of Handicap - ► 

/ 

. When classified- by the severity of their handicap > 4S percent of the 
students had severe handicaps , 36 percent had moderate handicaps > and the 
remaining 16 percent had mild handicaps (see Table B,4). It is emphasized 
that estim'ates of the severity of students' handicaps were provided by special 
educatj^on teachers'who might have used their own frame of reference> a strategy 
♦ that might have attenuated the reliability of the^e data. As with handicapping 
condition* the distribution of .student by severity of handicap is drastically 
different for the State/ Special Facility students as compared to the Basic 
Survey students. Only 13 percent of the Basic Survey students. had severe 
handicaps-jtfhile 51 percent had mild handicaps. ' . , * 
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**' -ri. • FACILITY CHARACTERISTICS 

I 

In this section, the state/special' facilities are described in terms of: 
(a) the type of facility Xstate supported or state operated);^ (b) the primary 
purpose of the facility Ce*g*, residential treatment, day care); (c) facility 
size; (d) relationship to SEA^Ce.g,, accreditation, supervision); and (e) laws 

or legal mandates for which lEPs were^'written, 

^, - . ; • - ^ 

A, Type of Facility " ^ , , ^ * 

Fifteen pi^rcent of the ^^state/special facilities were state operated; 32 
percent were 'state supi>orted but not state opei:ated, and the remaining 54 
percent were operated/ supported primarily by oJtHer sources (see Table B,7). 

Primary- Purpose of the Facility ; f ^ 

As is shown in Table 2*3, the primary purpose off one-third of the facili- ^ 
ties was to provide educational services only, ' 2ft/ percent provided, day ^care 
treatment that included educational servic'SST^d 18 provided residential 
treatment th^ included educational services, (See^Table B-8 for standard 
errors 0 

4able 2,3 ' 
PRIMARY PURPOSE OF STATE/SPECIAL FACILITIES 



: — ^ 

Primary Purpose 


a/ 

Percent- ^ 






' Res iden^i'al treatment 'that includes educational services 

Day 'care treatment that includes educational services 

Da^ care^and residential treatment that includes 
' educational Services . ^ 

Educational services only . - ' 

Other ' / * * 
— I* ' ' 


18 

29 

i 

^35. 
8 



- * Percents do not total 100 due to roun^ding. 



Facility Size , . . ' < 

Sixty-fpur percent of the facilities had a total , enrollment of 1-49 stu- 
dents 29 percent had an enrollment of 50-200 students > and 7 percent had ^n 
enrollment of 201 or more^students/ . . ' 



* Relationship to SEA ^ - ^ 

TWo-^thirds of the state/special facilities were accredited by the SEA> 
one-half of the faci^lities were supervised by the SEA^^nd one^third were a 
part oi ^ oi supervised by> a local public school system. (See Table,^90 

" Laws or Legal Mandates for Which lEPs Vere Written 
1- Seventy-one percent, of the state/speoial facilities prepared lEPs for 

more than 75 percent of their students to meet the requirements of P,L. 94-142. 
Thirty-eight percent prepared l£^s ,for more than 75 percent of their students^ 
to meet the requirements of P.L.. 89-313, Eighteen percent pregared lEPs for 
mo,re than 75 percent of their students to meet the requirements of other laws 
or mandates. Since this equals considerably mote than 100 percent/ it is 
clear that many fa^cilities prepared lEPs with the intention that the lEPs meet 
the requirements of more than one law or mandate, (See Table B, 10 for addi- 
tional informationO . - 



III. SUMMARY 

This chapter provided information regarding the characteristics of stu- 
dents receiving special' education in state/special^ facilities and of the 
facilities iii which they were enrolled. , ' J 

A. Student Characteristics ' 

J Most of the handicapped student's in the state/special facilities ap" 
patently, received their special education i>D ungraded classes. This compared 
.16 l4 percent o/ the Basic Survey students who apparently were served in 



' ungraded. classes. i \ 

:ate/special facili 



udents in state/special facilities were fairly il^nly distributed 
across the 6-i2> 13-15> jand 16-21 age ranges^ with a smaller proportion in the 
3*5 age range. This differed frocj the Basic Survey in that two-thirds of the 
Basic Survey stufients i|ere in the 6-12 .age jrange, 

2.8 - . 



Eighty-three perceiit of the State/Special Facility studeAts were^white^ 
not Hispanic .(as coiQpared to 75 percent in the Basic Survey). Thirteen percent 
were black. Fifty-on$ percent of the State/Special Facility^^studerits (as \ 
compared to 16. percent in the^ Basic Survey) had multiple handicaps. About 
half of :the $tadents was mental retardat^ion; 1^^ percent were learning disabled; 
28 percent w^re emotionally disturbed; 39 percent were speech impaired; and 22 
percent were 8eaf" or hay^<} of hearing. 

Fifty-eight pepcedt of the State/Special Fac^ity students (as compared 
with 13 j)ercent4 in the Basic Survey) had Severe, hanidic^ps > 36 percent had 
moderate^ handicaps > and 16 percent (as compared withrSl pei;cent in the Basic 

'Survey) liad mild handicaps, * - ■ . * 

' ' . ' ' 

B, ^ FaciHty Qttaracteristics ^ . ^ . 

About half ot the, st^e/sp^cial facilities, were state operated or state 
supported* About one^third provided educational services only; ^most hatf 
provided day care or residefitial treatment tt^at included educational services. 
Most of the facilities (6^ percent) had a total en^lljnent of less than 50 ^ 
students* Only seven percent had a to^al enrollment of 201 or more. 

Two-thirds of the facilities were accredited by the SEA; one-half were 
supervised by the SEA; one-third were a part pf> or supervised by> a public 
school system. ) 

* *iMost (71 percent) of the facilities prepared individualized "education, 
programs primai^ily to meet "the Vequirements of P.L. 94-U2. Many facilities 
prepared lEPs^with the intention of also meeting the requirements of 'other 
Mlaws or-mandates Ce.g,> P.L. 89*3l3) . 
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^ Chapter 3 

What bo State/Special Facility lEPs Lo^k. Like? 

This cbapter .presents findlags about several characteristics of lEPs in 
answer t5_Jtbe study question: What do lEPs look like? lEPs are described in 
terms o£ their length or the number of pages they contain^ whether or not they 
are legible and easy , to read> their formats, and whether* ort^-not they consist 
of single or multiple documents. A brief summary is presented at the end of 
the chapter. . ^ »t " ' 

Deta^iled descriptive statistics and associated standard errors for the 
results summarized, in this chapter aTre presented in Appendix C. 

^ I. NUMBER OF PAGES 

A. ^ State/Special Facility Population Compared with Basic^ Survey Population 

In determining the number of pages in each lEP, the back o,f ^the page was 
counted as, a separate page when it was used^ and pages from a referenced 
standard curriculum .or Referenced instructional material were not included in 
the page count. The averag* (mean) number of pages in a State/Special Facility 
lEP was 8, with a range of 1 to .158 and a standard deviation of 11. Four 
percent consisted of one page > and 17 'percent consisted of 2 to 3 pages . 
Forty-six percent consisted of 6 or more pages. The median number of pages 
was 5, The median may l)e a better indicator of central tendency because there^ 
were, few lEEs with many pages. (See Appendix C> Table C.L.) ^ 

The average number of pages in an lEP in the State/Special Facility 
population wa^ greater than that^ in the Basic Survey population: 8 pages 
versus 5. Six percent of the lEPs in the Basic Survey p6pulation consisted of 
i ' p^ge, and about 40 percent cons ifi ted of 2 to 3 pages . Only 2$ percent 
consisted of 6 ^r more pages. , ' ^ 

^ lEPs in the State/Special Facility population wete signif icantljf longer , 
than those in regular schools. However, there was no significant difference ' 
in the length of the IEP|§ prepared for students in state/special facilities 
when compared to those of student in special schools. 



B* Variation by State/Special Facility Subpopulations - ^ " 

The number of pages in I^Ps was analyzed for ^stujdent subpopulations 
defined by r^pdrting groups .within twp reporting variables: (1)^ student age 
levels; and (2) severity of student handicap. 
1* Student A^e Levels 

Cooipa^isons' of the average lengths^ b-f I^Ps for four, student age 
Uvels (3-5*, 6-12, 13-lk and 16^21) led to the conclusion that thWe are no 
statistical^ signijij^nt differences between these groups. This is consi?- 
tent with results in *the Basic Survey, (See Appendix C, Table C,2,) 

2, Severity of Student Handicap ^ ^ " ^ , 

t When students ,were classified by the severity of their hanilicapSj 

there was no significant difference between these groups in the page-length o^' 
their lEPs, This is consistent with results in the Basic Survey, (See Appeq- 
dix C/ Tab^e C,3J ^ . ^ ^ ^ . ^ 

II. LEGIBILITY AND EASE READING 



For^this .analysis^ each lEP was classified into one of three categories 
(a) typed; (b) handwritten and easy to read; an^ (c) handwritten and difficu 
to read. An lEP in which at least one-fourth of the entered information was 
difficult to read was placed in the third cateu|ry> even if part of it w^s 
typed. That is> at least three-fourths of the document ha((^to eafsy^ to read 
^to be classified in either the first or second category, \ 

The ilegibility classi^cation did not pertain to the quality of the 
photocopying or to the content and style of the writing. Rather it was a 
^4|]hidgenient of the -.^ase with which the document couLd be read. For lEPs in- 
eluded in the first two categories ("a'* and ^'b" above), a final delineation 
was dependent upon the portion of the lEP that was typed. If ^0 percent or 
merer of the entered information was typedj it was placed in the "Xyped'* cate- 
gory; otherwise^ xt was considered to be handwritten. Examples^ illustrati^ng 
the distinction betweert "easy to read" and '^difficult to read*' are provided in 
Appendix P of Volume II. , - ^ 

As in the Basic Survey population, virtually all (99 percent) of the lEPs 
in the State/Special Factlity papula'tion were re^asonably easy to read. In the 
State/Special Facility populations 42 percent were b^ed, 57 percent were 
handwritten and easy to read. In the Basic Survey popiilanion, the balance 



between typed and handwritteiHlEPs different, as 17 p^rQent were typed and 
81 percent were handwritten.^. 

A comparison was made of the pa^e^ Lengths of the State/Special Facility 
lEPs in each of the three "legibility" categories (.typ^d and legible> hand^ 
written but easy to read, and handwritten and difficult to read). As in the 
Basic Survey population, this coinparlsoa indicated no significant relationship 
between the length and legibility of lEPs. (S^e Appendix Table 

. ^ III. FORMATS 

Three basic characteristics^ of lEP formajts are described in this section: 
""(a) the types of information hea^dingp the lEPs contain; (b)* whether or not the ^ 
ajnount of space provided by the I£P fortnat limj^ts or restricts the numbejr of 

'annual goals or short-term objectives to be included; and (c) whether or not 

fl * - 

the format permits parental approval. of the entire I£P, 



A* - Types of Information Headings: - State/Special Facility Popula-tion 
- Compared with Basic^Survey .Population 

An^jEf wa^ coded as having^-a heading for a particular type of information 

. 'ii^'and qxtfy if it^ contaid^d a ^^ding that clearly was intended to collect 

that particular typ« of infoianation. The extent to which information actually 

was entered in the $|faces provided for the headings is discussed in Chapter ,4. 

1* Mandated Information Areas - 

. ^ ' 

A$ reflected in Table 3.1> headings for only 3 of the IT mandated 

information areas were included |n at least 87 percent of the lEPs ; i.e.,' 

f» • . , 

statement'of annual goals (98 , percent) , short-term objectives (87 percent), 

and statement of the presen? /level of educational performance (8S percent). 

Sin<;e it is reasonable to assume that the presence of an appropriate heading 

^^^-^H-jj t an lEP would better insure that specific information is entered, the percent 

of !(EPs with related headings can be, considered satisfactory onljr^for "state- 



ment of ^ annual goals . The percent lower than expected for all of th 



other mandated' 3i^ea3, with four possible exceptions. On? of the four excep- 
tions, "assurances of *at least 'an annual eyaluatioh of short-term objectives/' 
"was not "expected to have a head^n^ b^^^use such assurances are usually re- 
flected in . evaluation schedules, Tlwj 'other three exceptions — evaluation 

^1 

criteria (61 percent)^ procedures (38 percent), ^nd schedules (29 percent) for 



> Table 3*1 

MAUDATED IKFORMATIOK AREAS 'f-OR WHICH HEADINGS 
ARE SPECIFIE;D' IK STATE/SPECIAL FACILITY lEPs 







* ' ' a/ . ' 
* Information Headings- ' * 


Percent lEPs^ 
With Heading 






* 

'Statement of 'annual goals. 


98 


* ' * * - 
Short-term obi&ctives* * * t ' * 




w ' - , ' - 
' Statement of th& present level o£,Neducational 

performance* ^ ^ ' ^ 


88 


Projected date for initiation of specific services. 


76 * . 


, Statement of specific e'^ucational services to be 
provided* 


67 


Anticipated duration of^specific services. 


72 


Statement of tH& extent to which child will be able 
to participate in^ regjulsr educational programs* 


^55 


Proposed evaluation criteria, * - 


61 


Proposed evaluation procedures/ 


, 38 


^ Proposed schedules^ for determining whether 
, instructional* objective? are being met. 


29 







A heading for "assurances of at least an annual evaluation'', was not 
expected to be fouad in lEPs^and therefore is no^t included- 

t « * 



short-term objectives--*are typically found within objectives that are stated 
in behavioral or oieasur^le terms, ^ As a result, one could not ''^pect;^to find 
these three headings on lEPs prepared in schools or facilities that emphasize 
the specification of objectives in measurable terms, 

OveraJ^l ^ these results are quite consistent with those of the Basic 
Survey population ^ but there were some di-£f erences for certain individual 
areas. When the I£P& of stludents in the State/Special Facility and Basic 
Survey populations wfere compared^ a significantly greater percentage of IBPs 
prepared in state/spec.lal facilities had ,a heading associated with a statement 
of annual goals (98 percent versus percent)- A significantly greater 
percent of lEPs prepared for students in the Basic Survey population had 
headings associated With the extent to which the child would be able to par- 
ticipate in regular, educational programs (77 percept versus 55 percent) ^ and 



, results we<e suggestive of greater percenj^s of headings in the Basic Survey 
population^ for the projected date for the jinitiation of specific services (89 
versus 76 percent) and for a stategient of^^pecific educational \^if^ices^ to be 
provided (81 versus 67 percent), fh^re was no tendenc/ for the presence of 
headings in the State/Special Facility population to^be more ST^milg^to special 
schools or to Tegular schools in the Basic Survey population. (See Appendix C, 
Table C-50 ^ ' ^ 

2 . 'Nonmandated Informati on Ar eas 

> ' T"'/ 

For readec convenience > findings ^about iieadings for nonmandated 

inf 0 tmation have been pl'^ced into seven categories for presentation in 
.Table 3.2: (a) basic student characteristics; (b) assessroent'related data; 
(■c) placement-related data; (d) instruraenL-relat€fd data^ (e) process of devel'- 
Q{t^g ^ approving, and reviewing the lEP; (£) proposed program of special 
services; and (g) other. The "other" category includes headings that occurred 
too infrequent]^ (i.e., in .l-ess than 2 percent of the lEPs for the combined 
Basic Survey and State/ Special Facility populations) to be identified and 
reported separately* / 

InTormation headings for nonmandated items were included more, often in 
lEPs prepared for students in the Basic Survey population than in lEPs pre- 
pared for students in the State/Special Facility population. Of the 29 infor- 
mation headings listed in Table 3.2, 12 headings appeared in a significantly 
greater percent of lEPs in the Basic Survey population, while only\^ appeared 
in a greater percent of lEPs in .the State/Special Facility population ("other'*)* 
There was no tendency for the presence of headings in the State/Special 
Facility population « to be more similar to special schools or to regular - 
scbeoj4>'in the Basic Survey population. (See Appendix C, Table C.60 
* No analysis ^ was conducted for subp ovulations - within the Stat'c/ Special 
Facility Substudy. , 

B . Restrictive Formats ' - ' ^ 

*If the lEP fonuat provid€?d ^niy a, small amouirt' of space for §oals and 
objectives, or if . this re were nQ headings for goals and/ or objectxvesj the 
format was coded as limiti^ng* or restrictive, (For this analysis, the number 
of goals en.tered in the completed iEP was not Jconside-Ted asUimiting to the 
number of **objectives, and vice versa.^ Also, determination as to whether or 
pot an IEP format limited the number of ^annual, goals' or objectives was based 
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Table 3.2 

NONMAUDATED IKrORHATICN AitfAS FOR wUICK HEADINGS ARE SPECIFIED IS 
STAtE/SPEClAt FACIHn IHPs CQ?1PAR£D WITH BASIC SLmV RESULTS 



Infocmitloft Headings 



Perceftc Scace 
Facility lEPs 
W'lcti Heading 



PerceaC 
Basic Survey 
IE?3 ^hen 
Difference is 
Signxficaac 



A. BASIC STUDEKT CHARACTERISttCS 

Scudeat's age or birthdace. ^ 32 

Student's grade Level. 34 

Nacurft of student's Handicap. 32 

Student's sex. [ I 

Scude&c's race. I 

3 . ASSESSHLIt-KEUTEO 

Assess&anc daca co supjwrc present | 

level of perfocmance . . 18 

Dace of Ute assessoenc of preserve 

level of performance. ^) ' 

Student's streogctis. ^ % 

^ Ptiysical education needs. R 

C. PUCEJIEST^REIATED 

?Lac«t«nt TecooBDcndacion' ^ 55 

Rationale for plac«i&enc or services. 20 

D. TKSTRUCTTOM-RELATEO ^ 

Student's prioary language. ^ 6 

Scul&e^t's school' a c tendance record', ^ I 

Student's special interests. - G 

E. PROCESS Of II? DEVELOra^it, APPROVAL, 
AHD REVIEW 

Participants tn tbe 1£? ;?rocess. 

Date off preparation of IE? , -^0 

Titles of mdxvidua^Is -ubo approved 

^tha^IEP. ' 63 

parental approval. ^ ^1 

Signature <^f individuals 'jho approved 

the lEP, 36 
Proposed IE? review date. ^ 3^ 

Results of parental notification. I 
Actual lEP reviev date. ,7 
Results of IE? reviev. 6 
Participants in £EP reviev. 2 

r. PROPOSED PROGRAM OF SPECIAL SERVICES 

c ' ' ' t 
* Personnel responsible for services. ^ 57 
Recojooended instfuctlonal materialSt f 

resourcest strategies, or tectiniques. 66 
Date sbortTten^ objectives met. 21 
Priority listm; of annual goals. 11 

G. OTHER * ' - I 

Ottier.-^ ' t)9 



59 

13 

7 



36 

:3 



' 3^^ 



ii) 



13 



'jiLb at least >ae "^ther" heaJtn;. Includes such headings as: 
date of referral, provisions for nainstreatam;, or la^tt grade obtained. 

Results vere sug^estiirft of a »iatlstically significant dlTferen^V. 
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on the question: **Would the use of a<jditional pageCs) of goals and/or objec^ 
tives require the re-completipn of a major ^egm^nt of jlnfionnation^ in order uo 
avoid leaving essential portions* of the page blank?"' In othej words ^ if the 
IE? was designed so that a person who washed to append additional pages o£ 
goals or objectii/es to the lEP would have to repeat some informatiod (such ai 
studeat's name, age, grade^ etc.) on' each page^ ^the format was considered - 
rimit^^ng: it would ,take more time than necessary to add pages of goals and 
objectives, ^ and the additLDnaJ. effort required might affetjt the decision of 
whether to be^ exhaustive in^ntering goals^ and/or ^objectives ♦ 

X* State/Special Fa|ciBitv Population Compared with Basic Surv^ 
Population 

Forty-two percent of the I^Ps for students in the State/Special 
Facility population limited the number of annual goals thrPugh format design, 
and 21 percent limited the number of short-term objectives. (See Appendix C> 
TableX.7,) 

>In terms of Annual goals, lEP formats for the State/Special Faciliity 
population were significantly less restrictive than for the Basic Survey 
population (65 percent of lEPs restrictive)* .r^hey were significantly'^less 



restrictive Jtha.n those for the regyLlax^^s^hool students (65 percent restricr 
tive)> and the results suggested they might l)e^ess restrictive than those for 
special school students (61 percent res*trictivei, ^ 

In terms of short^tenn objectives , lEP formats for the State/ Special 
Facility students were significantly less restrictive than thpse jfor the Basic 
Survey ' population (39 percent of lEPs restrictive). However, while they were 
less restrictive ! than those for regular school ^students (39 percent restric- 
tive), they were not different from those prepared for students in special 
schools (28y4)ercent restrictive) , 

Evidence of the effects of the restrictive nature of lEP formats was 
obtained by an analysis of the numbers of goals and <)bject^,ves cont'ained in 
the two sets of lEPs coded tas being restrictive or non-restrictive. When lEPs 
were classified by whether' or not their 4tomats restrict the number ot goal 
statements, there was a mean difference of 1.1 goals between the two groups. 
This difference, though Qot statistically significant, stiggests that lEPs, with 
restrictive formats contain fewer ^oals* However^ when a similar analysis was 
conducted for objectives, a significantly larger average number of objectives 
was found in lEPs with non^restrictive formats for objectives; i.e., there was 
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a mean differelhce of 8.9 objectives between the t^o groups^ (See Volume III,^ 
Chapter 3^ to/ further details of this analysis.) These results are not to be 
interpreted as implying^ that lEPs with "more" goals or objectives are neces- 
sarily "better" lEPs; the number of goals/objectives should be dictated solely 
by the student needs , However^ a restrictive format^ while it may keep an lEP 
f rtom being unnecessarily long, also might prevent the entry of important 
infon^ation. . * 

2. Variation by Studegt Age Levels 

With respect ti> formats that limit the -number of annual goals and 
short-term /objectives > there were no statistically significant differences 
across the four student age levels (3-5;^6-12> 13-15, and 16-21), These 
results are similar to those in the Basic Survey, (See Appendix Table C,8>) 

' Format as Related to Parental Approval: State/Special Facility Population 
Compared with Basic Survey Population 

Table 3,3 shows' lEP formats as related to parental approval, and compares 
the categories for the State/Special Facility and B^sic Survey populations. 
(See Appendix C, Table C,9.) While the format of about half'(49 percent) of 



the lEPs for s^tudents in the State/Special Facility population was such that 
the parental approval- would be for the entire lEP, the ft>nnat^of a substaij^ial 
number was such that approval appeared to'^be intended for only a portion of 
the lEP.' It should h4 noted that the issue here is the lEP format as related 
to the space for a parental approval signature. WhetheV o'r not the parent 
actually signed the lEP is discussed elsewhere. 

In three percent of the State/Special Facility lEPs^ the s'^pace for parental 
approval was located, so as to indicate that approval would be for the annual 
*^ goals, but not for the shorfterm objectives. The short-term objectives in 

these lEPs apparently were written la'ter^ and^the parent did not necessarily' 
approve these objectives^ at least not by signing the lEP itself. 

In another one percent of the lEPs^ the parental approval would have been 
for part but not all of- the short-term objectives Apparently^ for these 
lEPs, part of the short-terra objectives were included in thensriginal lEP, and 
additional objectives were added later. The parent would not have approved 
these added objectives > ^at least not by signing the lEP, 

In six percent of the lEPs^ the parental approval wouldlii^e been for 
services to' be provided (usually a statement of placement in a^j^rticular 
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Table 3-3 

UP FORMAT AS RELATED TO PARENTAL APPROVAL FOR STATE/ 
SPECIAL FACILITY AND BASIC- SURVEY POPULATIONS 



Pe rcent o flEPs 



Format Classifications 



Basic Suryey State Facility 



Approval (or disapproval) would be^for ^ 
the entire lEP 



Approval (or dis&pp'roval) would be for 
fonual 'goals butjnot for short-teoa- 
objectives 



48 



12 



Approval (or disapproval) woiild be for 
part but not all ^f the short-term^ 
objectives 

Approval (or disapproval) would be for 
services to be provided but not for 
annual goals or shirt-term objectives 

Approval (or disapproval) would be for 
some portion of thellEP, but pannot 
determine what would be approved . * 

Ko place for approval or disapproval 
is provided 



11 



22 , 



49 



3^^ 



Total 



100 



100^^ 



a/ 

- . Difference betweei State/Special Facility population and Basic 'SurvSey 
population is statistically significant. \ 



Detail does not add to total because of rounding. 

'—J— 



getting) > but not for the annual goals or the short-term objectives > whjlifh 
apparently were prepared after placement. 

In two percent of the IEPs> it was not clear from the format what would 
be approved by a parental signature. ""^For example ^ the space for approval 
might be ^on a separate form attached to^ a multiple page lEP that listed place- 
ment on one page^ goals on another page^ and objectives on still another page. 

In the remaining 38 percent of the lEP^ no pla^e was provided for parental 
approval or disa^roval. It should be noted that Table 3.2 shows that there 
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were no headings for parental approval in 53 percent o£ tha lEPs- This dif^ 
ference occurs because th$ specifications for' a heading were more restrictive 
in the data source fbr Table 3.2 than in the data source for the formats 
discussed here. (See Volume II /Ap^en^dix P for specif ipatioas , ) 

As Can be seen in Table 3.3, significantly more lEPs for students in the 
State/Special Facility population, than in the Basic Surrey population had no 
place in their formats for parental approval* Approximately half of the lEPs 
ip both' populations had a formatted -location for approval /of tlj^ entire IEP,» 
but 3 greater percent of lEPs^in the Basic Survey population h3d formatted 
locations for^ approval^ of portions of the lEPs. 

Ho analysis was conducted for subpo^ulations within the State/ Special 
Fajcility population. 

IV. MULTIPLE DOCUMENTS 

As noted in Volume III^ some of the lEPs consisted of more than one 
document coverings the same time frame . Two types of additional separate 
^documents were identified; (a) separate lEPs prepared by different teachers 
'or service purees, e.g.> the mathematics teacher prepared an lEP related to 
/mathematics and the English teacher prepared one related to English (such 
documents were not considered to be separate if only pages-^f goals and/or 
objectives were prepared separately); and (b) separate placement and implemen- 
tation documents, one prepared for the sole purpose of recording assessment 
and pla'cement data (but with no plans for a program), and the second prepared 
solely to document the instructional program. 

Multiple lEP documents were prepared far only two percent o£ the State/ 
Special Facility students^ and all of these we^ the type consisting of 
separate documents from different teachers or gejcvice sources. These results 
were not significantly different from those for 'the Basi^: Survey population, 
in which multiple documents were prepared for about three percent o"? the 
students* ' ^l^wever, in the Basic Survey population, the multiple documents, 
were divided about evenly between the two types. 

Since virtually all cf the lEPs consisted of a single document, this 
property w^ not analyzed for subpopulations * 

♦ 
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SUtfMARY 



this chapter addressed the question: What do lEPs look like? - In answer 
. to this question^ lEPs were described in terms of such basic characteristics 

as length, legibility /format, and whether or'not they were single or multiple 
-^ ficiiments^ • ^ 

lEPs prepared for students enrolled in state/special facilities had a 
mean length of eight pages and a median length of five pages. The mean length 
of eight pages, was significantly greater than the m'ean length of five pages 
f(Jr lEPs of stud^ts enrolled in th§ Basic Survey population. They wer^ 
longer than those prepared for students in regular schools, but there was no 
significant difference in the lengths of the lEPs of students in state/special 
facilities when compared to those of students in special schools. There were 
no differences in lengths of lEPs for the State/Special Facility subpopulat ions 
defined by student age ^d severity of handicap. 

As in the Basic Survey population, practically all lEPs (99 percent) were 
reasonably easy to read* For the State/Special Facility population, 42 percent 
of the lEPs were typed as compared to 17 percenC in the Basic Survey population. 
Fifty-seven percent of'the State/Special Facility lEPs were handwritten and 
easy to read^ compared with 81 percent in the Basic Survey population. 

State/Special Facility lEP formats contained headings for a wide variety 
of information areas, many of which are not mandated by P*L* 94-142. However, 
under the assumption that the inclusion of^an appropriate heading will improve 
the possibility that desired information will in fact be included, the percent 
of lEPs that contained headings for the mandated information areas was loyer 
^ than expected^MK, headings for only 3 of the 11 mandated areas were found 
in at least 87^mrcerit of the lEPs. Overall, this was reasonably consistent 
wijii results o^ t£S Basic Survey populaton^ but tjiere were some differences 
for individual areas. There was no tendency for the presence of headings in ^ 
the State/Special Facility population to be more similar to special schools or 
to regular schools in the Basic Survey population, ? 

Overall, information headings for nonmandated areas were included more 
often in lEPs prepared for students in the Basic Survey populat^ion than in 
XEPs prepared for students in the State/Special Facility population. 

The formats of about 40 percent of the StatW/Special Facility lEPs were 
restrictive or liiniting with regard to the nt^anber of annual ^goals that could 
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be listed) while about 20 perceat of the' lEPs had ^ similar restrictior^ for 
shorfterm objectives. In terms of ^ annual goalSj^IEP fotmatlf' for the State/ 
Special Facility p6pulation were significantly less restrictive than for the' 
Basic Survey population. They were significantly less restrictive than those 
for students in regulj^r "schools > and results suggested they might ]^less 
restrictive than those for special school stiidents. In terms of short-term 
objectives^ lEP formats for the State/Special Facility students were signifi- 
cantly less^ restrictive than: those for the Basic Survey population. However^ 
while they^were less restrictive than .those for regular school students* they 
were not less restrictive than those prepared for students in special schools. 

As in the Basic Survey population > the formats of about half of the 
St^te/Special Facility JEPs Jwere such that parental approval was intended for 
the entire lEP. However^ nearly 40 percent of the lEPs for the State/Special 
Facility population did not have any formatted location for parental approval. 
This was significantly greater than for the Basic Survey populations 

As in the Basic Survey populations virtually all (98 percent) the State/ 
Special^ Facility lEPs consisted of a single document . The remaining two 
percent of the State /Special Facility lEPs consisted of additional separate < 
doQtiments that were prepared by different teachers or service sources. 
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Chapter 4 / 

What Klads of Infonnation do State/Special Facility lEPs 
Contain and Hoy is this Informatioa Presented? 

This chapter ^preseats a discussion of the kinds *of information conjtained 
in lEPs and the manner in which this information was presented* For purposes 
of ^ this discussion, t(ie contents o£ lEPs have Ifeen separated into two broad ' 
categories: (a) the eleven infonnation areas mandated by Section 602 of 
P,L. 94-142j and (b) information areas that are not mandated by P.]L- 94*142. 

Detailed descriptive statistics and associated standard errors for the 
population estimates reported in this chapter are referenced herein' and are 
^reseated in Appendix D. . ' 

I. THE EXTENT TO WHICH MANDATED INFORMATION WAS CONTAINED IN ' 
STATE/SPECIAL FACILITY lEPs AND-HOW THIS INFORflATION' WAS 
.* ' ' PRESENTED, AS COMPARED WITH SIMILAR QATA FROM THE 

BASIC SURVEY POPULATION 
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One of the criteria for describing. and evaluating lEPs must be the extent 
^0 which the documents contain the infonnation mandated by P*L. 94-142. This 
information must be included in an lEP to comply with regulations regarding, 
the provision of an education program that meets the needs of the indivrdual 
handicapped student. This section first provides data on the extent to which 
mandated information was presented in lEPs and then provides data on how this 
mandated information and other closely related information were presented^ 



A. Extent to ^Which Mi^ndated Ipformation was Provided ^ 
As is portrayed in Figure 4*1, a very high percentage of State/Special 
Facility lEPs contained a majority of the infbrmation mandated by the Act. 
(See Table D.ljtfbr exact numbers and standard errors)* In fact, 7 of the 11 
types of required informat^n were included in mor« than 90 percent of the 
lEPs ' However, it should be pointedput that these data represent a generous 
interpretation of what constitutes inclusion of the items of information. 
(See' Appendix D, pages D.l and D,2, for the coding criteria by which the data 
were derived..) - ^ ' , . 
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Proposed evaljut^iion procedures. 

Assurances of at least aa annual 
evaluatioa* 



92 
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Statement of present level of 
% edu<iational performance. 

Proposed schedules for deter** 
mining whether objectives ^re 
being met*' ^ 
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Proposed evaluation criteria. 
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child will be able to partici- 
pate- in regular education 
program., " - 



— I — 



-K — I 1- 



.0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 SOO ' 
' ' Percent of lEPs > / 



, Figure 4.1. Percent of State/Specia;L Facility lEPs with .Information Mandated by 
P.L. 94-142. - - • r ' 
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Only two types of mandated Infonnatlon were included so infrequently as 
to suggest p^ossible problem areas: (1) information as to the extent of parti- 
cipation in regular education programs, and (2) proposed evaluation criteria.- 
Only %5 p^fcent of the State/Special Facility lEPs contained a statement 
of the extent to which the handicapped student will be able to participate in 
the regular educational program^ ^This percentage is significantly lover thaA , 
for the otfyer mandated information items. It should be noted, however^'^tHaE^ 
the term "regular education program" is not a particulaAy meaningful state- 
ment for*students enrolled in state/special fatalities. For man^students, it 
mdy^not havj| been considered necessary (from a practical point of viewj to 
* make a statement concerning participation In a regular education program. 
Regarding the second p^ossible problem area, 80 percent of all State/ 
Special Facility lEPs contained a statement. of appropriate evaluation criteria. 
Given ,the fact that more lEPs demonstrate an intent to evaluate (91 perpent 
contain Gorae assurance of at least an annual evaluation) > 'ttie diffi.culty 
appari^fltly is related to the lack of headings in lEP formats for evaluation 
criteria or, more likely^ fo a failure , to include specified staml^rds as part 
6f the shor\-tenii objectives statements. Although ^only about ^1 percent of 
the lEPs had a specific heading for this information area (see Table 3.1,* 
Chapter 3)^ information was entered under these headings in 93* percent tff the 
lEPs that had such 'a heading. 

For the mandated inforpiation items includjed" in less than 90 percent of 
the lEPs in the State/Special Facility or Basic Survey populations, there were 
statistically significant dTff erences for jonly two items in the percent of 
EPs including the infomation. InfomatiSn Regarding the extent of partici", 
pation in regular edbcation programs was included in 62 percent ^of the lEP^'' in 



^the Basic Survey population * and in 45 percent of the State/Special Facility 
lEps. This difference likely results from^Hpular education'* being a more 
meaningful term for the Basic Survey popul^^n> especially for students in 
regular schools. Regarding proposed eyauation ^criteria, the information was ' 
included in-80 percent of the State/Special Facility lEPs and 65 percent of 
'the Basic Survey lEPs. ' 

, J'igure 4, 2- presents the accumulated percentage of lEPs that contained 
either all;'or some of the mandated inf privation .items. NeaHy one-third (^1 
percent^ of the State/Special^Fac ility lEPs contained al,l the mandated infor- 
mation> 74 percent included information, in at Least LO of the '11 ,mandat^d 
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N ^Figure 4,2, ' Cumulative Percentages of State/Special Facility lEPs by Number of 

Mandated Info noation Areas Contained in I£P> * ' 
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areasj 85 percent included -intormation * in at least 9 of the 11 areas> and 87 
percent^ contained inforroa^on*'in 8 '.or iqore of the 11 areas. Over 90 percent 
of the State/Special Facility; lEPs cqntain^^nformation ip^ 7 or more of the 
1\ areas, .(See Appendix D> .Table 0.2 for associated standard errors.) 

These findings^ which- ar^, sajDilar" to those tn' the Basic Survey population^ 
are soinetAat disappointing^ especially the finding tnat over two-thirds of the 
lE^s dfit not meet all II mandated re^uirentents (only 31 percent contained all 
necessary infonnalion) . Since a' high percentage of IEEs_rontained a^^ variety 
of nonmandated- infonoation ^see Section II below)^ it does not^ seem appro- 
priate ,to conclude>that tCo'S^iany information areas are mdndated. 

■V ■ ■ ■ ' \ 

B. ' How Mandated and Related InforiAtion were Presented 

This subsection discusses how mandated' and related information was pre- 
s^rited in State/Special Facility lEPs and provides* comparisons with Basic 
Survey lEPs. The means *o£, presentation is t^o dis'cus-s separately ea'^ch of the 
11 items 6£ information mandated by the Act to be included in lEPs. 

One important fac^r related' to how in£<^ra)ation is presented, generally 

applies to all 11 items ahd is ' emphasized h^j^f^x^ther than in the following 

discussions of iiulividual itemsj. t?as dis^cussed in considerable detail in 

Chapter 4 of Volume IIIj th^re w^s" a strong relation*ship between the inclusion 

, \ - ■ ■ ■ 

in lEPs of headings that re^quekted certain" information and the^ inclusion of. 

that information in the lEEs. o Thetd is clear' ^idence that this relationship 

3lso was true of State/Special facility IE?sl. By using calculations such as 

those described in Appendix D _o£ Volume Hit and u^njvdata proWdeti in 

Table D.4 and other appropriate/ appeiid*i:^ tables' in this volume^ it is clear 

that mandated ii>formation was provi^d^ more often in the State/Special Facility 

lEPs that "included heading? request?!^, the information than in lEPs that did 

hot include the headings. ^' . ' ■. ' 

There was considerable, simila^rijy between StAte/Special Facility lEPs and 

Basic Survey lEPs regarding hgadipgs' for mandated items (See Appendix D> 

Table D*4.) Two exception's tiere (l), " heading for the statement <if specific 

educational services tQ b^ J>rbvided ^ (included in- 67 percent of State/Special 

Facility lEPs and 81 percltat of Basic 'Purvey. JEBs) , and (2) a heading for 

extent^ of participatiron in regular program (included 'in 55 percent of State/* 

S|>ecial»Facili^ lEPs and 77 percent of Basic Survey lEPs) . No other differ- 

ences are statistically significant (S^ Appendix D, Table D.4,) 



K Statement of PresenJL Level'- of Educational Performance 

As was shown in Figure 4,1, 89 E)ercent of the State/Special Facility 
lEPs contained info rotation regarding the handicapped student* s present leve I- 
of educati€^,al performance. However, there was a wide range of levels o^ cora-^ 
pletenfess this tjp^^f'data. One lEP might state simply that **the student 
is behind in r^tading;** another i^ight provide complete summary data regarding 
performance in a wide- range of academic and functional areas plus data te,g., 
^test <iata) t,o support fehe^ level-6f-perf<Jrmance information. 

In attempting to/d^scribe the differences in present-level-of-perf ormance 
,inf ormatioO, in lEPs, th^ following four questions were addressed: 

a) .What proportion of lEPs contained* supporting data (e.g., test results) 

to substantiate the present-level-of-perf ormance information? 

b) What proportion ^ lEPs contained present-level-of-perf ormance 

^ " information for three or more academic or functional areas (e.g., 
r^^ding o-jf oral /or written English, mathematics, social adaptation, 
speech)?* , ■ ' ' 



What 'proportion of lEPs contained /present-level-of-perf ormance 



information for academic or - functional areas ^for which ^special 
education was found not to be needed? ^ 
d) What proportion of lEPs contained the date(s) of the assessment of 
present level 6f performance? 
The rationale for these questions was discussed in Volume III, Chapter 4-. 
Fig^ure 4,3 presents results which respond to the questions. * 

It must bevemphasized that/ in many of the lEPs Containing some present- 
levelTof-perf ormance information^ only a bare minimum of such information was 
presentlad, and that i.t often was presented in a very general and vagne manner. 
Oh the other har^, 27 .percent of the lEPs not only contained at least some 
'present-level-of-perf ormance information, but also contained at least some 
slEpporting data , Sixty- six percent contained present-level-of- functioning 
data for at least three academic or functional areas ^ while ^5^ercent listed 
information for at least one area where special on^^s' found not to be 

required. Foui4^ercent of the lEPs not only contained 'present level of per- 
formance information for at least three academic or functional areas, but also 
contained supporting da^ for 90-100 percent of these areas. These latter 
lEPs can be considered exemplary documents regarding their presentation of 
this typ'e of 'information. Only a small proportion of lEPs (10 percent) 
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lEP contained some present level ot performance 
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Figure 4.3- How Present Level of Educational Performance Information was Presented in State/Special. 
Facility lEPs. 
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contained the dateCs) that, the assessment of present level of performance took 
place, ■ * 

The percent of lEPs containing some present-level"of-functioning informa- 
tion was about 90 percei^Jt^foE^pioth the ^State/SpeciaKFacj^^ty and B^sic Survey 
populations. Also,) there was no significant* difference in the percent <of lE^s 



containing this^type of information in at least one academic area fo 



r w^i 



ch 



special education was^ound out. to be required. However,* a greater percent»of 
I£Ps prepared for students in the Basic Survey popul,abion than in the St^te/ 
Special Facility population contained the following: some present-level-of'* 
performance information plus supporting tfata^^for at least "part jof it (51 
versus 27 percent); some present-level-of-performance information in at least 
three areas aftd supportitig data for 90-100 percent of .these areas (11 versus 4 
prercent); and date(s) of assessment of present level of performattce (20 versus 
10 pencent) • A gr'eater percent of State/Special Facility lEPs than Basic 
Survey lEPs contained inforaation about the present level of performance for 
at least three academic/functional areas (66 versus 53 percent), (See Appen- 
dix D, Table D.150 

For additional pertinent information^ see Appendix Tables D,A and D^5. 



Annjjal Goals 



The following discussion of how annual goals were presented in lEPs 
includes information regarding (a)/ the average number of and range ^of annual 
goals, and (b*) the extent to which goals, were presented in order of priority. 

The mean nuiDber of annual goals per State/Special Facility lEP (for the 
98 percent of lEPs that coittain armual goals) was lit with a, standard devia- 
tion of 13. The number* of goals (for all of the lEPs) ranged from 0-309 (see 
Appendix Table D,6). Nine percent of the lEPs contained more than 25 goals. 
Fifty percent of the lEPs contained fewer than 6.5 gpals. This latter 
estimate (the median) is a better indicator of x:entral tendency because there 
were a few lEPs with many goals. 

ips developed for students in state/special facilities contained more 
goals than <iid those in the Basic Survey population^ a mean of IV compared to 
6 and a median of 6.5 4:ompared to 3.2.' However, while State/Special Facility 
lEPs contained more goals than those for students in regular schools, they did 
not contain more goals than those for students in special schools. (Seb 
Appendix D, Tahle D.60 • ' \ * 

'A 
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Another factor related to how annu^d goals were presented in lEPs is that 
in addition *to merely listring annual goals^ some I£Ps either listed the goals 
in order ,of priority* or seflbcted certain listed goals for priority status. 
Eight percent of the State/Special Facility I£Ps included this additional 
rafinement* This percent was not significantly different from the percent of 
Basic Survey' lEPs with a priority listing (see Appendix D,- Table 0.5.) 

3. Short-Term Objectives 

The 'following discussion how short-term objectives w^re presented 
in lEPs focuses on (a) the number and range of objectives included iri IEPs> 
(b) the time frames for meeting the objectives > and (c) the extent to which 
objective^ were presented in measurable terms. 

The average number of short-term objectives per State/Special Facility 
lEP (in the 92 percent of lEPs that contained short-term objectives) was 58 > 
with a standard deviation of 127. The range of objectives (for all of the 
State/Special Facility lEPs) was 0-l>0l8. Because a few lEPs contained a very 
large number of objectives (about 8 percent contained more than 100 objectives), 
there was a considerable discrepancy between the mean (58 objectives) and the 
median twimber of objectives (25), and the median is a better measure of the* 
centr:3l tendency. (See Appendix Table D.7.) .In general, these measures 
s^^^est a reasonable balance between the number of goals and objectives per 
IEP> with around four tlo five objectives (considering both the median and 
mean) for' every goal. 

I£Ps developed for students in state/ special facilities contained more 
objectives than^did those developed for students in the Basic Survey popula- 
tion^ a ioekn of 58 compared to 26 an^l a median of 25 compared to 11. The mean 
number of objectives in State/Special Facility lEPs was gr^eater than that in 
either regular school or special sch<5ol>j^Ps ♦ (See Appendix D^j^Tab^e D<7.) 

Based on information in State/bp?T5ial Facility lEPs , approximately two- 
thirds (66 percent) of the short-term objectives Vere to be worked on through- 
out a full year^ while 28 percent were to be accomplished in less than a year. 
A time frame for the remaining six percent could not be determined from the 
lEPs (see Appendix Table There were no differences in these results 

and, those, for the Basic Survey population. 

In one-third- of the State/Special Facility IEPs> not one of the short- 
term objeitives was Vtitten in measurable terms ^i:*e ♦ , the I^P failed to 
contain a precise statement of bow any of , the objective shoul^i be evaluated 



Forty-fout percent of all the short-term objectives Usted in the '^average*' 
State/Special FatiJ^ity lEP were written in measurable terms, . (See Appendix D, 
Table D,9). The results are' not statistically different for those from the 
Basic Survey population. Th6se:data are based on an evaluation of the short- 
te?m objectives including any additional pertinent evaluation criteria listed 
anywhere in the lEP, Sitfce this'property of short-i:erm objectives is directly t 
related to the mandate of the, Act t&at lEPs contain objective criter^ia for 
determining whe^faer instructional objectives are b^ng metj this subject will 
be -discussed in greater detail in subsection* *'8" (Proposed Evaluatioit Criteria), 
4* ' Statement of Specific Educational Services to be Provided 

The Act requires that an lEP include a statement of specific educa- 
tional services to be provided. There wou-ld appear to be a dumber of ways by 
which this requirement can be met. For example, an lEP may include (a) such 
information under a Heading requesting a statement of specific special educa- 
€ion services to be provided, (b) a listing of annual goals ^nd/or 5hort-term 
objectives to be mat by the specific service, and (c) a separate listing in 
the lEP of a related service to be provided. When osi'ng these criteria , 
virtually every State/Special Facility lEP provided such information. Follow-' 
ing is a brief discussion of each of these three major approaches to providing 
this mandated information. 

Sixty-seven percent of State/Special Jacility lEPs included a heading 
requesting a statement of specific jeducational services to'be provided, (See 
Appendix D, Table D^^) In 89 percent of these cases, the typical State/ 
Special Facility lEP cpntained under the heading a brief descriptor of the 
proposed special education placement (e . g, , resource room', speech therapy, 
learning^ lab) , Twhen results were analyzed for the State/Special Facility and 
BasiD Survey populations, the differences in the percent of ^lEPs that con- 
tained headings in this area (67 and 81 percent, respectively) suggested that 
such headings, may appear more often in the Basic Survey population. 

The major means by which lEPs included a statement of specific educa- 
tional services to be provided was by including the a^ual g6als and short- 
term objectives which the educational program presumably is des:^ned to meet, , 
This strategy, which was employed for 99 percent of the State/Spei;ial Facility 
lEPs f was discussed in the two previous subsections^ Results were very similar 
in'the ^^te/Special Facility' and*BasiC' Surve^ populations.^ 
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final means of stating specific"" services was by listing related services 
(e.g. > transportation, psychological services , physical therapy) - Approxi- 
mately 35 percent of State/Special Facility I^Ps included at , least some related 
services information. This is -discussed in greater detail in Chapter 7. 
5* Statement o£ Extent to Which Student will be Able to Participate 
in Regular Education Programs ' ' - ' 

Either of twp basic approaches to providing information reg^ding 
th€ extent to which the student woul,d be able to participate in, the regular ^ 
program generally was followed. ^The^e wjere;*^(4) /Somoaj^s liste<jt> either as 
proportion of time or in minutes^^ , hours > or class periods^ the time the student 
woul^l be assigned to the regular education program; and (b) sornV lEEs used the 
reverse approach and listed the proportion or amojunt of time that the student 
would be assigned to special education^ Either app!roach provides the necessary 
information. *^ 

As was noted earlier> a significantly smaller proportion (45 percent) bf 
State/Special . Facility lEPs contained this information than did Basic Survey 

* i 

lEPs (62 perfcent)'! ■ , 

6, Projected Date for Initiation of Specific Services 

Two approaches were used in State/Special Facility lEPs to state the 
projected date{s) "for Initiation of Services. These ^/ere: (a) to specifically 
state that the special education services will begin on a certain date; and 

{ing work toward^meeting the listed 
!s. The first approach was used in 45 
percent of the lEP^ the' latter was ^sed in 29 percent- ' Ix^ should be pointed' 
out>' howev^r> that »e 29 percent included lEPs in which the beginning dates 
were provided for only a portion of the goals or obj ectives . If the beginning 
date was provided "for as few, as one goal or one objective^ the lEP was included 
in this category. Also, "for this latter category, dates often were provided 
by listing the month but not the day of the month, or by nbting that the lEP. 
was, for examijle, for the 1978*79 school year. (Tbe assunrption here is that 
service is initiated at the beginning of the school year.) Even with these 
allowances, however, l reasonably clear statement requiring a minimum of 
inferences was presented in only 74 percent of the State/Special Facility 
lEPs. . \ ^ . ' 

^ additional 21 perc^ent of the lEPs included the date that the lEP was 
prepared' While this is x\<ft necessarily the same as the date of initiation of 



'(b) to provide proposed "Sates for begin^i 
ahnual goals and/or short'term objectives 
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service, the approximate' service date usually could be inferred. Four percent 
of State/Special facility lEPs provide no information from which the initia- 
tion date could ascertained or inferred. 

The projected date(s) for the initiation of specific services was speci' 
fically stated less often in State/Special Facility lEPs (45 percent) than fti 
Basic Survey lEPs (66 percent), (See^ Appendix D, Table D,10,) 

7. " Anticipated Duration of Specific Services 

As with the date for the beginning of service, lEPs stated the 
anticipated duration of service by: (a) specifically stating the beginning 
and ending dates of service (or stating the length' of service); or (b) provid' 
-ing information regarding the length of time proposed fo/ meeting one or more 
annual goals or short'term objectives. In both cases, the duration generally 
was stated in reasonably precis^ terms. 

The first approach was u$ed in 42 percent of State/Special Facility lEPs; 
the. second approach was used in 31 percent. An additional 21 percent of 
State/Special Facility lEPs inferred the duration of- service by stating that 
the goals of the special education progranr were ''aimual" goals. One percent 
of State/Special Facility lEPs stated that services would be provided "as long 
as needed/' Only five percent of State/Special Faci^lity lEPs failed to provid 
information from which anticipated duration of service could be ascertained or 
inferred, (See Table D.ll for additional information,) 

There was ao significant difference in the State/Special Facility and 
Basic Survey populations in the percent of lEPs for which the anticipated 
duration of Services was specifically stated. However, duration of service 
was specifically stated less often in State/Special Facility lEPs (42 percent) 
than in special education school lEPs (65 percent), 

8, Proposed Evaluation Criteria 

The Act states that an lEP shall include "appropriap-'e objective 
criteria . . for determining 4?hether instructional objectives are being 
achieved," (It is assumed that "instructional objectives" as used in the Act 
refers primarily if^ot exclusively to the "short'^term objectives" mandated to 
be included in lEPs,) As was noted in subsection 3 (short-term objectives)> 
two approaches vfre ,used for presenting these evaluation criteria in lEPs . 
First, the lEP included a" heading under which the evaluation criteria were 
presented, and second, the short-term objectives were written in measurable 
terms (thus including within the objective statement the criteria for 



achievement) . With the flr^t approach^ for exampl^^ the lEF might list und^r ^ 
a heading requesting evaluation criteria ^ata that*''*the student will score ^t 
least the grade 4,5 level- on the mathema^t!^ section Jf the XXX test battery,," 
^With the second approach^ a particular short-^term i^^^Jective might be stated^s 
follows: "Given 25 randomly constructed 2- digit x 2-digit multiplication . 
problems^ the student^ using paper and pencil^ will correctly solve at least 
80 percent of them in 25 minutes/' . ^ 

As was shown in Figure 4-l> 80 percent of State/Special Facility lEPs * 
included proposed'evaluation criteria. Tl^iCwas statistically greater*than in 
the Basic Survey populatioi^. The basis for th^ datum » as noted in Appendix 
page T),2y is that the t£F included either (a) a heading requesting proposed 
evaluation criteria^ with reasonably appropriate information, entered under the 
heading^ or (b) at least one short*term objective written in measurable terms. 
Of the 61 percent of State/Special Facility lEPs that had'a heading requesting 
evaluation criteria^ 93 percent had reasonably appropriate information entered 
under the heading. However^ this percentage could be misinterpreted^ without 
an understanding of what was considered '^reasonably appropriate information." 
In order to be consis^nt with the guidelines regarding inclusion- of data 
under headings' used for all other lEF headings^ a qilite generous interpreta* 
tion of '^reasonably appropriate^' was used , For example y sibch statements as 
"passes teacher-made tests/' "as determined by grades or daily lessons/* or 
'^completes most assignioents Jti time** were considered reasonably appropriate. 
The criterion for inclusion in the second category^ that of measurable short- 
term objectives^ was mor'e strict but also mcrre narrpwly ba^ed. For example^ a 
short"term objective was required to incLude a logical statement of expected 
behavior to a specified criterion ifl^order, to ^be considered measarible. 
However^ if only one objective in the lEP was written in measurable- terms > the 
^EF was considered to include proposed evaluation criteria and thus was in- 
eluded in the .80 percent figure displayed ia Figure 4,1, ^ , 

It is critical to note that in reviewing a short-term objective to deter- 
mine whether or not it was written in measurable terms , aay'related int<irmation 
listed elsewhere in' the lEP uod.er an evaluation crlterla^headlng was considered 
to be a par't'of the short-tenn objectives. For examplfe, if short-term objec- 
tives such as "will improve in reading compgrehension/.' "will increase reading 
skills," and "will le&rn to spelr^new wor^s" were includeji in the lEP; and. if 
tlie lEP stated that the evaluation criterio'd^f o^ the IEP,was 'that the student 
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scorre at the grade 4'5 level of the language .skills section of the XXX test 

batter7> the three example' objectives would, based on the latter statement > be 

coasidered to have been vritten in measurable terms. As was noted in subsec-* 

tion 3^ only 67 percent of SCate/Special Facility lEPs included one or more 

short-term objecVrv^j^ritt'en, in measurable terms. This means that, by using 

the less generous guidelin£?^f including only lEPs with ^bj^ectives written in 

measurable terms, only 67 percent (instead of the 80 percent shown in Figure 4.1) 

of State/Special Facility lEPs provided evaluation criteria^ ,F:urther, as is 

shown in Appendix Table D.9, only 45 percent included evaluation criteria 

for 50 percent or mere of the short-term objectives^ and only 22 percent of 

^State/Special Facility lEPs included evaluation' criteria for 90 percent .or 

1*0 re" of the short-term objectives. " ^ ; " 

" Regardl&ss of the guidelines U3edf.a larger, proportion of State/Special 

Facility_ lEPs included evaluation criteria than did-Basic Survey lEPs. For 

example, as no^ed earlier, when' using the more .generpus guidelines, 80 percent 

of the SdSxeT^pecial Facility lEPs contained evaluation" criteria . Using the 

same guTaelines, only 65 percent of the Basic Survey lEPs cqmtained the eva^lua^ 

tion criteria. Using the more strict guidelines, 67 percent of the State/ 

Special Facility lEPs, as compared- to 54 percent of the ^asic Survey IEPs> 

contaiaed the evaluation (jriteria. ^ 

9. ^ Proposed Evaluation Procedures 

As wast portrayed in Figure"4.1^ 92 pe'rcent*o£ State/Special Facility 

lEP^ included proposed evaluation procedures for evaluat^ing the shof t-terpt 

objectives. ^However, as' Is portrayed in Figurje 4.^, a considerable. portion of 

this 92 percent is included based on. inferences rather than clear statements. 

Basically, the difference bjetween the guidelines ^u^jed^ for evaluation t>rocedures 

and those used ^or evaluation cjriteria wa^ th^t a short-term objective written^' 

iQ measurable tiernis was one means of meeting, the evaluation criteria require- 

ment> while the mere \nclusion of a short-term objective (whether or noX 

written in - measurable terms) was considered to satisfy the requirement for 

evaluation procedures. While this decision was somewhat arbitrary, , reasonable 

justification app.ears to exist. If an objective is not written in measurable 
^ ^^^^ 

terms, an impartial evaluator generally would have no basis for determining 
whether or 'not the objective had been met. For example, for, the objective 
that states the student "will learn multiplication tables/* one would have no 
way of knowing what numbers were to. be included ia the multiplication tables 




Procedure is, clear from shorf 
term obJ^iCtives Ci'^** 50 
perceat of more *of the short* 
■term objectives in the lEP 
were written |n measurable 
terms) . 
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procedure is a precise state* 

meot of^how the evaluations v ' > { 

/should be conducted 7 ^jj^ , 

* • *. ^ 

V?i^ocedure^must be inferred * 
from unclear statements or from 
uaclear^slxof t^term objectives. 

f ' ' ' 

Proc^^re cannot be inferred ^ C 
because lEP has no short-te'rm 
objectives , n 
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Procej^ures were Presented in State/Special 



or what level of p^fonnabce would be acceptable as a roeasure of succrfsSv, On 
^hfr other hand, tdr the same objective/ the proceduire for evaluating -tne 

objective ^ould 'be assuined. It is reasonably (but certainly not total/Ly) 

f ' * 

clear, that ithe student would be presented Hith various multiplication table 
problems and'3^ske4 to provide tite answers. 

* Figure A*4 shows the means -by which proposed evaluation procedures were 
presented in State/Special Facility -JEPs. Iri eight: percent of the State/ 
Special Facility I£Ps, this ' information Wa^, psesented as a precise statement 
^(e*g,, "by administering test XXX") of how ^djfc evaluation will be C9nducted, 
Fin £^ additional 42 percent of < State/Specia^pacility lEPs, the evaluation 
/procedures information was clear from the sTOrt-*tenn objectives (that is, 50 
pe^rcent or more ofr the' objectives- were written ^in meas'iirable terms),./ IiJ 
another 42 percent of the State/Speclal Facility lEPs > the proc^^^ires for 
evaluating most 'of the objectives^had to be inferred from unclear statements 
or unclear .olpjectiyes . In the remaining eight^ercent of the IEPs> procedures 
for evaluatitig the objectives were not applicable^ sinc^ there, were no objec- 
tives, to eval^te, ^ ' ^ ^ 

,The means by which proposed evaluation procedure^ were presented were 
similar in the State/Special Facility and Basic Survey populations. (See 
D, Tabl^ D,12r) , ' , " , 

Proposed Schedules for Determining Whether Instructional Objectives < 
^ Are Being Met , ' ^ , ' 
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The Act states that an lEP must include "schedules fot determining 
TBIVather instructional objectives are being achieved," Figure 4,5 portrays 
how thes^ data were provided in lEPs,- Only 23 percent of State/Special 
Facility lEPs liTted dates and specifically stated that the dates represented 
the evaluation ^che4ule. An additional 21 percent included the dates when 
wofk toward meeting short-term objectifies was expecJLed to be compIet?fed (for at 
least^ part of the o^ectlves in the JEP),- Thtf^se dates r^asonal^y could be 
considered to represent evaluatioi^^^chedules , For 43 percent of lEPs, while 
an e^raluation schedule was not actually included, it' could be inferred from 
the beginning-of^treatment and end-of- treatment dates , For example , if i 
servji^es to be provided were to begin 'in SepVemBer a(id the lEP was for the 
1977-78 school year^ it could bte inferred that the evaluation schedule was 
'4:hat the short-terra objectives would be evaluated at' some (or numerous) 
pointj^s) betv/een September '^nd the end the school year. (Ijt should 
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noted tihat, for s^ife^obXectiveSj a specific evaluation date is not appropriate. 
For' example^ an objective such a&' **will Xu'rn in daily assignments at least 75 ^ 
percent of ^ the time" cannot be evaluated on^Tuesday^ January 15; it must be 
evaluate aver time.) Only 13 percent of the IJ^s either had no indication of 
the ^ime frame for the shart-tetm* objectives or had no short-terro objectives 
to evaluate. , ^ 

There ^as no significant diffeaence in the percent Df State/Sp^cia^ r - 
Facility -and Basic Survey lEPs'for which the evaluation schedule h^d to be ^ 
implied from begianing*of**tteata)eat and end-of^treatment dates. However^ more 
Basic Survey lEPs than. State/Special facility lEPs contained- information about - 
short-term objectives^rom which inferences -about evalua tion.sch^dules could 
be made (36, percent and "ft percent, respectively). And results suggested that 
more State/Special Facility lEPs than Basic Survey lEPs might *h%v'e 'specific * 
evaluation schedules (23 percent versus 14 percent) .(See Appendi'sl Dj 
Table D,13.) ' ^ . ^ \ 

As was' noted above > many shprtrtenn objectives must be evaluated ovef 
time ; a specific evaluation date or' 4^tes was not particularly appf oj)riate 
(e.g>) an objective such as '^'student ,will turn in all homework assignments on ^ 
time*' or "the student will improve the <^u'ality of social interactions by , 
likely will have to be evaluated continually ^rather than a^ a specific point 
in time) . This may be a maj or reason' ^hy^ a heading requesting evaluation 
schedules failed to significantly increase the provision of evaljuation schedule 
data. Only about half of the lEPs with such, a headinjg actually included 
specific schedules under the heading (i^owever , almost ^ree -^fourths included 
some kind of inf ormation (e - g- > ''as app^ropriate'' or "daily, weekly, or'monthLy, 
depending on nature of objectives") umi^ the headirtlg). ' 

11^ Assurance of at Least an Annual Eva^luation , 
' .The Act states that the* lEP must include criteria^j prt^ceduresj a^d^ 

schedules for detennining> on at least an annual basis , whether instructional 
objectives are^eing achieved. By. using the^ various criteria discussed vi>'n the 
previcius subs'^tion (that is, Specific schedules plus time spans inferred from 
other data'on the lEP) >' the large majority of Sta^i^/Special Facility lEPs (91 
percent) required at least an annual evaluation for all of the short-term 
objectives. Only* a miniscule proportion (0/2 percent) appeared to require an 
annual evaluation for part but not all of the objectives,. The remaining nine 
percent of State/Special Facility lEPs either had no dates for making inferences 
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or had DO short-1:enn objectives to be evaluated, (Se^ Appeadix Table Dxl40 
There were do sigaificant differences irf these results and th^ ones for the 
Basic Survey population. ' ■ y . 

II. 'THE EXTENT TO WHICH NOKMANDATED INFORMATION WAS CONTAINED 
IN STATE/SPECIAL FACILITY lEPs AND HOW THfS INFORMATION WAS PRESENTED, 
* IN COMPARISON WITH TOE BASIC SURVEY POPULATION 

^ The presence or absence of noQioandated information was .determined directly 

^Ifrom the information entered under a tieading requesting the information. No 
attempt was^made to^determine if information associated with a heading that 
was left blank^was listed elsewhere in the I£p^ For example » if space desig* 
nated for t;Ve ^tudent*s sex was left blanks no attemf^t was made to search 
el^ewlji^re in^te^IEP for that information (e.g,, from pronoun genders) , 

As Van be seen in Figure 4.^, the non^mandated infonnation contain||d in 
lEPs was delineated by the seven categories defined and used in Section III of 
Chapter Svtudent characteristics; assessment-related; placement-related;. 

'instruction* related; process of IE? development > approval, and review; pro- 
posed program of special services; and- other miscellaneous information. 
Specific types of information t^hat occur in less than one percent of the lEPs 
in the combined Basic Survey and State/Special Facility populations were ^ 
groupe'^d in this latter. category. (Also see Appendix D> Table 
^ Vith regard to student characteristics^ the mo&t common infonnation item 
wa5 tl^e student *s age/birthdate (80 percent). No other information items were 

* included in a idajorlty^ of the Sfat6/Special*i!acijrty lEPs' Information- for 
three /pf;the five -items" in. xhis !cat6gory was included more ofcten in lEPs 

Mevelop«d for: students in the^ Basic Survey populatioh than in State/Special 
Facility lEfs (grade level> 'sex> and rk'ce) . However^ information for age/ 
birthdate and for nature' of student^ handicap appeared wi^h about the same 
frequency in' both populations: ' , , 1 ' , 

None of the irifo,rmation within the-, category of .assessment-related data 
was included in as many asr 30 percent^of the State/SpeciaKFacility' lEPs, 
Information related both to asse^sii^^t data in support of present level of' 
performance and to Che dat^ of the *asse^ssment* was' included more frequently in 
Basic Survey lEEs than in State/Speci^l^Facility lEPs. 
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A. BASIC STUDE.^ CKARACTtRISTICS / 



Age' or birthdate t 
Grade level 

Na^cure of student's handicap 
Sex' 

Kace ^ < <^ 

B, ASSESSliE*rr'R£LATED 

Aa3634denc data CO support 
present level of perfocinance 

Physical 6<lucacioa needs ^ 

Date, of the assessment of' 
present Level of perfarttadce 

PUc«aenc recoaaendaciod ■ 
Raclonale for pLac«aen^*or services 

Pruu^ language 7' 
Scudenc's'fschool attendance record 
Student'^ special interests 

PROCESS OF fip DE'/ELOPHE-Vr, APPROVAL, 
AKD REVirj 

Date of pVeparatiQO uf IE? 
Participant* 'in i*5e II? process^ 
Titles of individuals Vht^ approved 

the lEP ^ 
Parental. approval 
Signature pf individuals vho 
_ ^ afi^^g^edjA^ IE? ^ 
Proposed lEP '^eviev^date 
Actual lEP revieu date 
Results of lEP te^rieu 
E^suUs of parsnial uotif;^ation 
?art;ctpaots ;a IE? reviev 

PROPOSED PaOCRA,^ OF SFEClAL SE?,Vi:E3 

RecoB»ended instructi^onal aat«r^als 

resources . strategies or cechnitjues 
Personnel respt^'nsibie for services 
Date short-cenn objfectiTj^es ' net 
Priori^ listing of annual'goals 

<k OTHER 



nr 



131 



rioi 



LIT 



0 



"33r 



3?) 



ai 



Other 




0 10 20 30 50 60 / 70 iO '^0 



lEPs vitn Jt least one "other" headiag. Includes such ii2^<Jings 'js.* :JJ^o 
rtferjTal or last ;rade st>taiQedr ao^ single one of^ wnich tj<:<iMtT^'i la ^lore in ^r.f^ 
percefnt of the ISPs in ihe ^(^oibined Basic Survey and 5tate/apec;al Fjc;iit>* 
popu^4t;^Qs. 
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As ID' the Basic Survey - populatioh^ ins truinent-related information was 
includetf on only a very smS'll' proportion of State/Special Facility JEPs., A 

placem^nt recomoaenda tion was provided about half 'of the time; however, the 

1 

rationale for placement was -provided only 17 percent of the time. Placement"' 
related information was i^ncluded witb-about the same frequency the Basic 
Supi^^^^a^ State/Special Facility populations-, |^ . 

State/Special Facility lEPs generally contained a considerable amount of 
data regarding the lEP devel^llent/approv^ process: 72 percent contained the 
date of ^preparation^ 66 percent listed th^'' particip^nts^n the lEP process ^ 62 
percent gave the titles of- individuals approving the lEE^^Sjercent gave some 
evidence of parental approval ^ and 32 percent contained^ the signatures of 
individuals approving tlie lEP; Information concerning participants m the lEP 
process evidence of parental, approval ^ and signatures of approvers were 
included more frequently in Ba^ic Survey lEPs than in State/Special Facility 

lEPs. ^ ; ■ . 

As in the Basic Survey Population* very few State/Special Facility rEPs 
documented the lEP review process. It is likely that such reviews had not yet 
taken place for many of the lEPs because they may have just recently been 
developed and implemented- (lEPs that are reviewed during the school year 
usually are reviewed a few months after they have been implemented.) Kever- 
thelessj it appears that greater attention was paid to' documentation of the 
developmetft and final approval of IEPs> than was paid to their review. 

Information* concerning the proposed program' was most frequently provided 
with regard to recommended instructional materials, resources, Strategies or 
techniques (55 percent}^ and the personnel responsible for services (52 per- 
cent)* The date short-term objectives were-met was provided in only 10 per- 
cent of the State/Special Facility lEPs, A possible explanation for the lack 
Qf this latter 'information is that it was not ye^available for recently, 
developed lEPs, All information items in this category were represented in 
the Basic Survey and State/Special Facility populations, with similar * 
frequencies . 

Other kinds of information w'ere contained in about one-half of the State/ 
Special Facility lEPs, as compared t6 about one-third of the ^asic Survey 
lEPS' No "single" kind of information included in this category occurred in 
more than one percent of all lEPs in the combined Basic Survey and State/ 
Special Fac ility 'populations - ^ 
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Table 4.1 preseats completion rates for headings requesting non-mandated 
iafomiation. As with the Basic Survey population^ the extent to which infor- 
mation was entered undet some headings was quite low. However^ the reasons 
for ©any of the low completion rates is obvious. The low completion rates in 
students' school attendance records (12 percent)^ .date sbor\-teniAobjectives 
jiet /ir^T^rSent) , results of lEP review -C61 percent) > and participants in lEP 
revie\(50j percent) provide additional support for the assumption that these 
headings would be I'eft blank for a significant number of lEPs since tte re- 
quested Information probably would be entered only at certain times; e,g. > at 
the end <jf an attendanA^^riod, after short"term objectives had b6en met, or 
ajfter the lEP review had beed .cojaducted , 

^ III. SUMMARY - > ' ' 

f * 

This chapter discussed the kinds of information contained in State/Special 
Facility' lEPs and how the, information was presented. The contents of lEPs 
were separated into two*'categories ; (a) the 11 . information areas mandated by 
•Section 602 of P.L, 94-142, and (b) information areas not mandated by P,L, 
94-142. ^en of the 11 mandated information items were found in 80 percent or 
mone of the State/SpeciaT Facility* I^^Ps, and 7 of the 11 were found in more 
than 90 percent. 

For mandated information items included in less than 90, percent of the 
lEPs In the jState/Special Facility ojr Basic Survey populations > there were 
statistically significant differences ir> the percent of lEPs including the- 
iafonuation for only two items. Information regarding extent of participation 
in regular education p^j;ograms was included in 62 percent of the Basic Survey 
lEPs and 45 percent of State/Special Facility lEPs, Regarding proposed evalua- 
tion criteria, information was included in 80 percent of State/Special Facility 
lEPs and 65 percent of Basic Survey fEPs. 

Only about one-third of the State/Special Facility lEPs contained infor- 
mation for all 11 mandated information items. Over 90 percent of them con- 
tained information for at least 7 of the 11 items, This^was consistent with 
results for%Basic Survey lEPs. - 

Eighty-nine percent of the State/Speci.al 'Facility lEPs contained some 
present^level-of-perf ormance* information. In addition, 27 percent included 
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' Table 4,1 • ' ' 

COMPLETION. RATES FOR HEADINGS REQUESTING N0NMANDATE5 INTIORMATION 



Non-Maqdated Infonnatlon Area 



Percent of 
lEPs That Have 
Inforfnatlon , 

Entered- 



A, BASIC STUDENT CflARACTERISTICS 



Student's age or birthdate 

Student^s grade level ~ 
Nature of student's handicap 
Student* s sex , . 

Student *s race ' , 

ASSESSMENT-RELATED , ^ ^ 

Assessment data^ to su^^port present level of performa 
Date of the assessment of present level of perform 
Student ' s strengths ^ 
Physical education needs ' ^ * 

PLACEMENl:-REUTED , ^ * 

Placement V6co£nmendation 
Ra'tionale for placement or services 

IKSTRUCTION-RELATED- 

Student's primary language 
Student's school attendance rfecord 
Student*s special interests 

PROCESS OF lEP DEVELOPMENT, APPROVAL, AND REVIEW 

Participants in the lEP process" ^ . > 
Date of preparation of lEP 
'Titles of individuals wht) approved the lEP 
Paf enta 1 approval 

Signature of individuals who approved the lEP 
Proposed lEP review dat^ 
Results of parental notification 
Actual lEP review date ' ' 

Results of lEP review \ ' 
Participants in lEP review 

PROPOSED PROGRAM OF SPECIAL SERVICES^ 

Personnel responsible for services 
Recommended ins true tional^ malieria Is resources 

strategies or ^techniques 
Date short-term objectives met 
Priority listing of annual go^s 

OTHER ^ ^ . ■ * . ' 

Other-^ 



majice 



■ 97 
97 
84 
92 
89 
p 

•81 

94 
92 
98 




88 
12 
100 



90 
90 
91 
70 
89 
84 
71 
75 
61 
50 



92 

84 
4& 
75 



76 



a/ Percents are based on -the number of lEPs that tlave the heading. 

lEPs with at least one "other" heading. Includes such headings as: 
date of referral or last grade obtained. 
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supporting -data, such as test scores, to support the present-level-of-perj£or- 
mahce infonnati<Jn, Sixty-six petcent of the State/Special - Facility lEPs ' 
included present-^leyel-^of-perf ormance infonnat^pn for at l^st l^fee academic 

' i ' 

or functional areas, and 65 percent contained „such information for at least 
one academic or *^unctional area where special , education was found not to 6e 
required, thus indicating a' student strength, Teii percent of the lEPs in- 
eluded the assessment . dates. There ^'wa^ no significant difference in the " 
percept a£ State/Special Facility and Basic Survey lEPs containing some pre-^ 
sent-level-of-performance information > but there were soitfe differences in the 
percents including some specific types of ^supporting and pelate'd information. 

Two percent of jthe State/Special Facility lEPs had no annual goals^ and 
eight percent .had no shortrterm objectives. Those lEPs that had at least one 
goal statement had an average of 11 and a median of .6.5 annual goals,. State/ 
Special Facility lEPs contained more annual goals than Bas^c Survey lEPs> 
Whic^ had an average of 6 and a median of 3.2 annual ^goals , HoVever^ while 
State/Special Facility lEPs contained more goals than those for students in 
regular schools^ they ditf not contain more than those for'students in special 
schools. I 

.The meali number of objectives per State/Spf cial Facility lEP was 58, 
while the median was around 25. lEPs developed for students in state/special 
facilities contained more ob^ctives . than those developed for students in the 
Basic Survey popul^^tion^ which had a mean of 26 and a median of 11, The mean 
^number of objectives in State/Special Facility lEPs was greater than that in 
cither regular schools or special schools. Only forty-four, percent of all the 
short-term objectivfev Listed in the' "average** lEP were written in measurable 
terms, (even when any additional pertinent evaluation criteria listed anywhere 
in the lER wsts, included). In one-third of the State/Special Facility lEPs, 
not one of the shorf term objectives was written in measurable^ terms , 

While the beginning date of service and the anti'Cipated duration of ' 

service were each included in Sta^h^Special Facility lEPs 95 pei?cent of the 

time^ these data were based upon rather ge^j^rous as^V'^ptions . For 21 percent* 

Ihe beginning date of service was not specifically stated but was inferred, 

from the date the lEP was prepared, Also> for 21 percent of the IEPs> the 

^ y 
duration Of service 'was assumed to be one year based on the notation that the 

goals were **annuar' goafs. One percent of the State/Special Facility lEPs 

stated that service would be provided ''as long as needed." The beginning date 
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o£ service aad the aaticipated duration were each included' in both State/ 
Special Facility lEPs and Basic Survey lEPs at least 95 percent of the time^ 
but tbete were some differences between ^them in the degree of specificity. 

tlsiag generous assumptions^ it was f ouad that proposed evaluation Cri- 
teria were included in 80 percent of State/Special Facility I^s> and this was 
sigaif icantly greater ^tban'in the' Basic Survey ^pulation. However^ oiily^45 
percent of the lEPs included evaluation crj-teria for 50 perceVit or more of the 
short'term objectives'^ and only percent of the lEPs included such criteria 
for 90 perqent or more of theTsliort-'tenn objectives. 

* As with evaluation criteria > the evaluation procedures information, while 
provided in 92 percent of State/Special Facility IEPs> often was' not clearly 
stated. Eight percent included a precisi* statement of how the evaluati,on 
should be ^ conducted^ and another 42 percent of the lEPs provided a clear 
statement of evaluation procedure for 50 percent or more of the short-term 
objectives included in the lEP, These results were similar to those for the 

r 

Basic Survey population. ' , - 

^e schedule, for evaluatA^ng short-term objectives was specifically stated 
in 23 percent of State/Special Facility lEPs and could be in ferr ed from short- 
term^^ob^ectlves in another 21 percent. And in 43 percent of the State/Special 
Facilit^^EPs , the 'evaluation schedule could be estimated roughly from the 
beginning-of-treatment dates and end-of-treatment dates. There* was no signifi- 
cant difference in the percent o^State/Special Facility and Basic Survey lEPs 
for which the evaluation schedule had to be implied from beginning-of-t rea tment 
and end-of-treatmerit dates. However^ more Basic Survey lEPs than State/Special 
Facility lEPs contained inf ojnnation about short-term objectives from which 
inferences about evaluation schedules could be made.' 

Ninty-one percent of^^^e State/Special Facility lEPs required at leajst aiT^ 
annual e^aloa^ion for all of the short-term objectives, TJiis was^ Qpt siglK|^-^ 
cantly different from Basic Survey results. * , * 

^ As in the Basic Survey population, ^ considerable amouivt^^ nonmandated 
information was included ,in the IEPs» The s tudents * ' ag^ or birthdate, was 
provided 60 percent of. the time^ a placement recommendation 51 percent of 'the 
time J participants in the lEP process 66 percent the time^ personnel respon- 
s'ible for \service 52 percent of the time > and recommend^ instructional^ 
resources/strategies 55, percent of the time. ^ ^ ^ 



There was a direct relationship between the iticlusiocr of information in 
State/Spe£ialy Facility lEPs and the lEP format headings under which to lisj: 
information. For both mandated and nonmandated Information, the ii^clusion in 
^he lEP format of a heading requastidg the information was more likely to 
result in the inclusion of the information. 
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Participates Id the > Development and Approval 
of gtate/Speciai ^acU jty ^l3£Pg? 



Two datia sources were used to provide tnformatfon about wfetr-p^rticipated 
ia^the development, of. lEPs; (a) an^IEP evaluation ch'e(;klist used to docuifent-.^ 
.data from^ the lEP; and (b) a survey , questionnaire completed by teachers. The 
lEP evaluation checklist was used to examine the extent to which lEPs specified 
. who participated JLn the process of . developing the lEP. It also was used to 
determine t6 what extent parental> guardxan"> or surrogate approval of the lEP 
was ladicatpd in the lEP itself.- The Act does- not , require that participants 
be listed in thelEP* and it was. found that in many cases not all of the 
participants in developing the lEP were identified in the lEP itself and that 
sometimes those whp approved the' lEP signed a separate approval fonn that was 
not ^included witlj the It?. 

In the survey questionnaire j the teachers were asked to recall the handi- 
capped student* s and parent's participation in developing the lEP and to 
respond to a number of questions about that participation. The teacher most 
l^nowledgeable about' the stu<i^nt's lEP was the one select^ to respond to the 
survey questionnaire, ' In cai^es, where personnel other than the reporting 
teacher^ might have better knowledge about specific survey questions > the 
' refporting teachers were encouraged to check with them for assistance in* r-e- 
' , spending , to tl^e sujjvey. In spite of the^e considerations » the survey data 
^were affected by a laCk of complete teacher recall> since many of the lEPsj 
for whic'h the. information was collected diyring the sprin^> had been developed 
. during the^ fall of the current school year* or the spring of the previous 
school year- ^ ' ^ ^ , ■ ^ - ' ' ' 

The *two data sources ^were. designed to be coropletq^ntary > answering somewhat 
different but qlosely related subqueiftions , Results fronuthe two ^usually 
differ slightly concerning similar in^flrmatiqn. Both sources lof information 
should be studied together to gain insight i^to parent and student participa- 
t?^on in developing lEPs, ^ , 

This chapter eicamines the patticipatiod oP School (or facility) personnel^ 
. parentSj^ aryi. studentSi in the development of ^IBPs, From the two sources of > 



data it is possible to answer the questions': What is the extent of part^,cipa- ' 
tion of various persons in developing" the -lEP? Who signs and approves^ the 
lEP? Two additi£>nal questions will be answeted: Doe5 participation in the 
development of lEf's vary within subpOpulations of students defined by student's 
age and severity of ^handicapping condition? What proportion of lEPs are 
produced by committees including at least cit^gfirepresentative from each of Ihe 
three types of pe,rsons mandated by P,L<. 94-142 to be included: teachers y 
^ parents, andr4£A representatives? 

Section I discusses the involvement of various types of state/speciaL- 
facility personnel in developing and approving IEPs> while SectiPn II discusses 
the involvement of parents and students. Se^ction m shows the degree to 
which lEP committees included the participation of at least one member from 
the three categories mandated by P.L. 94-142. A summary is presented at the 
end of the chapter. Detailed descriptive statistics' and associated standard 
errors for the results presented in this chapter are included in Appendix E. 

I. WHAT .SCHOOL PERSONNEL PARTICIPATED IN THE DEVELOPMENT 

' 4 

: . AND APPROVAL OF STATE/SPECIAL FACILITY lEPs? 

X^ose whose names and/or titles appeared on the collected lEPs were 
considered to be participants ip the lEP development process. As previously 
not^df the Act does not require that lEPs contain a listing of the persons who 
participated in their development. Therefore^ these da^ta are probably under- 
estimates of the number of persons included in the development and approval of 
lEPs. Fifteen different types of school (or facility) personnel were identified 
from the lEPs as participants . These personnel types were subdivided into 
three categories: teachers and therapists ; administrative representatives ; 
and ancillary personnel suc||^as sctfool psychologists or counselors. Another 
category was added for those without an identif icatioa of title or pchsition^ 
or those whose positions w^re not listed. (See Appendix E^ Table E.l for a 
listing of -personnel included in each category.) # 

A, State/Special Facility Population Compared with Basic Survey Population 

Seyenty-three percent of the State/Special Facility lEPs listed ^t least 
one participant, and '67 percent ^Included at- least one signature. Across all 
lEPs with at l&ast one part^,cipant ^ the mean nunvber of participants was A.l; - 
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aqd^ across all lEPs with at least *one sigaer^ the mean nurtber of signatures 
was 3\3.* ' ^ 

A sigQifiCaocly greater p^et^ce&t of lEPs iti th^ Basic Survey ,fopuLa^tion 
'listed, at lea^st^ one participant (92^ercent:) and incli^etl at least one signa- 
ture (82 percent) than in tb& Stace/Sp'eciaJ, facility population. However^^ 
there were no ^statistioally significant differences between th^^State/Sp,6cial 
Facility and Basic Survey populations in the Qiean nuiqbers of pacti^^ipants and 
signers for ^^P^ with at least^one participant^' J6r sxgtTer- It is possible tli^t' 
sjep^rate approval ^drms are^used more often in ^Si^tate/special ^facilitie^l 
affecting^ the perc^ntag^ of lEP^-with^at least one participant or signer. 

.Table .5.1 shows that |^ least one representative f^om' the categpry of' 
teacher^ and therapf^sts w^s specifically identified as a pai^icipant in 62 
percent"" of the lEI^s developed iiS state/special facili^ti-es^ administrators' in 
36'percentt. add ancillary pensoc^nel, school psvch^^ogists^ counselors^ 

social workers>*and ourses) i^ 14^ p^cent* In. 27' pe^ent of bfe& IEPs> at ^ 
Least one other participant^ wa$ identified who could^gtot be classified by ; 
.title or who held positiMs that could not logically be included in ^le other 
'Categories, The tsble further indicate* that 30 pSaent of the lEPs .specific- 
"ally identified both a teacher or therapist andean a?}n^Qisl:r^tor; These are 
the' two types of school personnel manS&ted by P,L. 94-l52xreguLations to be- " 
j>articipants on the lEP' cpmmitteef in addition to the parent^^ (See Apa^nrfix E 
Table E,10 ^ " " s \ 

' ' ^ — ^ 

. ' . ' Table 5.1 . ^ >" 
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CATEGORIES OF ^HOOL PERSONNljL t^O PARTlfilPATK) THE 

^TATE/S^CIAL FACILITY lEP PROCESS ' " , ■ 



.4 

, • /' ■ ■ ) ' 

Categories of Participants / ^ 


. , Pe^ent, Of lEPs with*- , ^ 
PartSiipCpation Category Represented 


Participant ' * Si'gner 


■ ' 3 * \ 

^^^^^^ 

' ^ Teachers^ $ad ^vH|^^# ^ 
' Administrati^^^^pHrel^^ 

Could n(y: c^^S^^^d pther 


62 * ^ . 43 
' 36 , " . 31' ' 

30 " 20 ; ' ^ 

14 ^ ' ' 9^ 
' ^7 20 > . 



^ As ^n the B^sic Survey (Voluine III) > the percents in this^ 3ect 
based on*t{je tot.al hjju^er of,IEPs> as' opposed' to being based oniy on 
thatrlisted 4t least one participant (or one signer)^ except as;^spec 
noted for m^ans. ■ * > ^ ^ 



ion are 
th'e lEPs 
i f ically 



''The mean numbers participants by category of school personnel^ across 
lEPs witii at: least one participaat indicated, were as follows: teachers and 
therapists, 1.48; administrative personnel, 0^75; ancillary personnel^ 0,28;*^ 
^nd cpjild, not classify and other, 0,76. (Se^ Appendix E, Table E,80'^ 

Table 5^1 also indicates the perc^dnt' of^IEPs signed by participants from 
various <:atego^:ieS. Significantly fewer participants signed the lEP than were 
named on them^ " This could be due to a number of reasons, including the like- 
lihood^ that many participants were not expected to sign the actual lEP but 
were to indicate approval' on a separate form. - * - 

Table 5.2 presents the participation rates for those types of school' 
persooael who were identified as ^pa'tticipants on at least five percent o| the 
lEPs prepare^ for studen£s in state/special facilities. (See ' Appendix £,* 
Table £;1 for a- complete list of participants,) Speeth or language therapists 
were identified as participants most ofteii (18 percent) ^ and principals and 
LEA representatives^ we're each identified in 14 per<Mnt of the JEPs, 

- '. c : !4 ^ , , 

Table 5.2 

■ TYPES OF SCHOOL PERSONNEL^WHO PAKTICIPAtED IN THE 

-' STATE/SPECIAL FACILITV IE? PROCESS • - . 



Type-\6f Participant 


^ Percent of lEPs with 
Participation Type Bfftpresented 


Speecl^.and language therapists 
Principals * - - t 
LEA representatives ^ ' / ' 
Supervisors - * '/ - 
School psycho-logists ' ^ 
School, representatives' , 
Regular classroom teache-rs 
Specialy'educatiorr teachers^- 
Social workers- ^ " 
Physical or. occupational iy;Lerapists 


— — 

■. 18 ' 
14 

' '14 
10 
9 

9 ^ 

' - 8 ~~ ' ■ , 
6 - ^ 
5' 

. ' 5''* • ' 



Table 5.3 compares,.^rticipatioo rates for ^atego^£$£s of school pe^risonnel, 
in lEPs prepared for spudeiit^in stat-e/special facilities with those prepared 
for students in the Basic Survey population. With the exception of '^could not 



^ These are, representatives from a Local Education Agency, If) most casesr 
the LEA has maintained some responsibility for the educational program of the 
student. In a few cases the LEA- shares some jurisdiction with the specific 
state/special facility, I , ■ - 



classify and othjer>" each category*of par^ticipaot^Was represented in a larger 
percentage of Basic purvey lEPs than in Sta te/Speciai Facili.ty lEPs , (See 
A'ppendix E, Table E>10 Looking across ^all lEFs with at least one participant 
indicTtedT^here were no sta^tisticaMy significant differences "between ; the 
S tate/^pe^i^l Facility and Basic' Survey populations in mean numbers of partici* 
pants by category of school personnels (See Appendix E, Table £.8,} 



Table 5,3 . > 

CATEGORIES OF SCHOOL PERSONNEL WHO PARTICIPATED IN THE lEP PROCESS 
IK THE STATE/SPECIAL FACILITY'AND BASIC SURVEY POPULATIONS 



1 i 

^ Categories pf Participants 


Percent of "lEPs with 
Particlt>ation Category Represented 


State 

Facility Basic Survey ^ 


^ Teachers and j;herapists 
Administrative personnel ' 
Both of a^bove 

Ancillary personnel | 
(^ould not classify and other ' , 


* — , 

62 ' 74 . ■ 

36 • ' ,60 

30 * 50 

14 "24 J ' ' 

27 ' . 27 . ' 



V Table. 5,4 display^ the ttypes of school personnel for whom significant ^ 
differences in pa'Vticipation rates were noted between the State/Special Facility 
and. Basic Suryey populations. Participation rates were higher in the 3asic, 
Surv^ population for 6 of the 15 types of personnel > and they were higher in 
t^ie State/SpecMl Facility population fpr 2 of the 15^ ' -4 

^ Similarities aitd differences between regul^ schools> special schools> 
and ^state/s|)ecial facilltii^s varied by category of school personnels Yor the 
cat^egory of administrative -representatives, participatu)n rates in troth Xegul< 
and special schools' were greater than in state/ special facij.it/ies > This 
pa^t,ern also held for teachers and therapists> although the differences were 
not 3s great. Given these results/ tlie satne pattern was als<^ true^ for the ^' 
category ;'*Both of the Above***which looked across the two categories, 

F&r ancillary personnel> participation rates in special scjlools, and 
state/speaial facilities were ' similar*. Participation rates in regular schools 
were ^greater than tho^e in state/ special facilities > a'nd results suggested 
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Table 5.4 



TYPES OF SCHOOL "PER^O^SWEL WHOM THERE' WERE SIGNIFICANTpT 
DIFFERENT PARTICIPATION KATE? IN tHE lEP PROCESS IN THE 



STATE/SPECJAL FACrLITV AND BASIC 



URVEY POPULATIONS 




Percenl\of lEPs With 
Participation Type Represented 



T^e of Participant 



State 
Facility 



Basic Survey 



' Greater lnr Basic Survey 

Regular ^cl^eiroom teachers 
SpeciaL ':^ucatlon ^teachers. 
Principals 



' Case managers 



a/ 



Sbhool psychologists^ 
Coun^elor^ 

Greater in State/Special Facility 

'- ' • , 

Pbysical or occupationa*! 
therapists ' , 
Superviso-rs- 



13 
33 
34 
16 
14 
.10 



5 
10 



0 

- 2 



■r ResCilts were suggestive of a statistically significant tjiff^rence, 

that rates In regular^ schools might be greater than those In special schools. 
There were no significant differences tn the participation rates for. the 
category, "could not cl^s^fy *and other/' (See Appendix Table E.2<) 

* There, were Several- p^tterns^ of similarities and differencnes between 
regular schools, special schools, and state*/ spec la I facilities by individual 
type^ of personnel. For^^p^slcal or occupational thera^lsts^ participation 
rates in state/,special facilities were similar to those In speblal schools but 
greater than in regular*\55liools < For counselors^ " school psychologists, artd 
regular classroom teachers ' participation rates ,ln state/'Special facilities 
^also, were similar to those in special schools, ^t they were less than those 
\n* regular scho<^s. ■ ' ' ' * 

. * P.artitipatioh rates of 'social workers were similar in state/speciai . 
facilities and regOl^r. sciiools ^ but rat^s were greater in state/special facili- 
CieT" t6an in special schools. For phys^icaL education teachers^ participation 
rates ' also Jtre s-imj-lar in state/specla#l facilities and regular' schools 

■ .• V ■• . 
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however^ results suggested that participation rates might be greater ia special 
schools than in state/spec^ial facilities, (See Appendix E* Table E.20 

* J- ^ 

Variation by State/Special Facility Subpopulations 

The particj^pation of schaol personnel in the development of state/special 
facility lEPs wa& analyzed for subpopulations within two reporting variables; 
student age and severity o/, student handicap , Comparisons were made for 
participation^ ^but not for signing. The comparisons were made for the cate- 
gories of participant^ shown in Table 5.1, but they were not made for the 
types of individual school personnel because of inadequate cell sample sizes, 
^ 1- Student Age Levels . . ' 

To determine whether or not the participation of school personnel 
varied significantly with the student's age^ lEPs were'< examiOfd according to 
four student age groups: 3-5, 6-12, 13-15, and 16-21. (See Appepdix E, 
Table E-3,) . Thete were no patterns of 's^.gnif icant differences acro/s afe 
groups for any of the various categories of school personnel. For aacillary . 
personnel the, participation rate in lEPs for ages 16*21 was greater than for 
ages 3-S- These results are consistjent with those in the Basic Survey 
population. ' , * 

2 , Severity of Handicap * \ \ . 

^ There were no patterns of statistically significant differences in' 

the participation rates for various categories o'f'^^ool personnel when students 
were classified by mild, moderate , and severe leve Is of hai^dicap , This is 
consistent with results for the Basic Survfey population, (See Appendix E, 
Table E-4;) _ ^ 

C ^ ' . ^ ^ - ' 

IK' HOW DID PARENTS AND STUDENTS PARTICIPATE IN THE lEP- PROCESS? 

r 

i 

A* State/Special Facility Populatiol^ Compared with the B^ic Survi&y Population 
' Fifty percent of the lEPs prepared-for'students in .state/special facilities 
included specific indication o£. the participation of a parent, guardian^ or 
surrogate, while 48* percent of the lEPs^wer^ signed bj?; oijre of these three. 
(See •Appendix E> Table E.l<) Teachers"4n the teacher survey indicated that 

— . . , , 

^ P.L, 94-142 does not require that the l£P be signed by the student!s 
paqsntj guardian, or surrogate. , ' ^ - 



0 percent of the parents ar guardians signed and/or verbally approved the 
IfPs' and that none of the parents indicated their refusal to approve an lEP, 
.(See Appendix E, Tab,les:E.50 * 

Teachers also . indicated that 83 percent of the parents or guardians did 
discuss the Completed lEP with the teacher or^other school persoonel and that 
66 percent of the parents met w£th the lEP committee to discuss the developed 
lEP* Because the intent of P.L. 94-142 was to involve parents in the actual 
development of the studeat'^ program, teachers were asked whether or not the 
parents or guardians provided input^urin^ the^ lEP meetings that they attended 
The teachers indicated that, for 60 percent of the lEPs , a j>arent or guardian 
attended the lEP development meeting and presented input during the meeting. 
Therefore, parents di^ not^ have' input in t||xe remaining 40 percent, and^ as in 
the Ba^ic Survey population, ^ serious question can be raised about ths ext^t 
of parent participation during the development of lEPs in the State/Special 
Facility population, * - - 

Six percent of' the lEPs developed for the State/Special Facility popula- 
Cion included indication of the participation of the handicapped student., and 
three percent had a student signature, (See Appendix E, Tabl^ E.l.) Teachers 
on the other hand. Indicated' that 21 percent of the sttidents haddi^jussed 
Xheir lEPs with school persoimel and that 11 percent participated provided 
input Into the ^EP process-. (See Appendix E, Table E,S,) 'Although the levels 
of studeat participation reported by teachers are encouraging relative to 
tht^se indicated on I^Ps, they are pot high enough to enable^ an affirmative 
answer to the' question of whether the regulations of P.Iy' 94-142 a^e being met 
in teriis of student participation whenever "appropriate/* This ^^robleni'^is . 
shared with the Basic Survey population, ^ * - * 

Although the results for the ^State/Special Facility and' Basic. s'urveV 
populations were generally ^similar with^regard Xo parent and student ^pattici- 
pation' rates, there were statistically significant dif f erencfis *in some areas. 
Comparisjons of the participation and signing 6f ;p«rent^ ;^'rf tlie Jtate/ 

Special Facil-ity population and Basic Survey 'pofJtftlatiOD'' alfwe'd mixed r^s^ilts. 
Results from the lEP itself Scti from, the* te^chejr si^rve^.-vece^onsistent" in 
showing, that tljere were no statisti^raHy 3ign\£itiaA^J^ii^e^^ in signature 
and verbal approval rates. CSee* Appendix/E > laln^E * 1 jf^n^' £,5-,:) ' > V * 

However, results on the i^ates af parent 4»art^!jfipft,ion jta-^the ^>rocess of 
3evel6ping* the lEP were conflicting. Ref ul.ts^*0|jcsi/ the lEP H^elf' indicated 



parent^|partlcip^ation 63 percent of the time in the Basiq Survey population and 
50 percent of the time in the State/Special Facility population. Results from 

^ the teacher survey indicated the reverse: greater participation by parenW in 
the State/Sp&cial Facility population than in the Basic Survey population* 
Teachers reported that parents discussed ^he completed lEP with a school 
representative more often in state/special .facilities (83 pereent versus 76 

'^percent) and that parents met^more often with the lEP committee to discuss the 
completed lEP (66 versus 55 percent)* The results also suggested fhat parents 
of students in state/special^facilities may have provided .input more ^often 
during the development of the lEP (60 versus 49 percent). ^ 

Based on results from the I£F> parent participation in state /special 
facilities was less tl^an in either regular or special schools. Results from 
the teacher survey suggested that parent participation was greater in state/ 
special facilities tbSn in regular schools but was not significantly different / 
from that in special schools. 

* Comparisons ol the' participation and sigjung* rates for students, as \ 
indicated in the IEPs> revealed no differenj?^ for the State/Special Facility 
and Basic Survey populations". Howev^r> while results from the teacher survey 
showed no significant differences in tbe percfent of students who met with the 
lEP comraittee> they did repeal that more 'students (35 $>ercent) in the Baaic 
Survey population discussed their completed lEPs with school representatives 
than in the Statja^Speci^l Facility population (21 ' percent) / In this regard, 
s^tudeat participation"^ in state/ Special facilities was simi lar to that of 
students in spec^ial schools (lU percent) and -less than that of students in 
regular schools (36 ^percent) - (see Appendix -E^ Tables' E - 1 and E-5*) 



[ B. ^Variation by State/Special Facility Sulapopulatiohij ' ' . 

The participation of parents and students in the development and approval 
of lEFs y3s* ^j^alyzed for subpoptilations within two reporting variables: 
student age and severity of stud^||, handicap. From information in the lEPs, 
comparisons wer^ raadTe*for*participation> but not for signing. From the t^a^^g^ 
'survey,. C'omparisons were made for the aff irmative ' teacher responses to the 
questions displayed in Table 5>5 and Appendix .Table E.5* 
1 



Student Age -Levels 
Parent participation in developing the lEP was examined across the ^ 
fouE age groups: 3-5, 6-l2, 13-15, and 16-21. .(See Appendix E,''T?bles E,3 and' 



5,9 



r.3 



I 

E,6,) Data from the teacher survey are displayed in Table 5.5, which presents 
the percents d^teachers' affirmative rjssponses to several questions. Analysis 
of statistically significant difjj^rences jreveals that parents of 3-5 year olds 
participated iDore in the development of lEPs than parents of other students. 
Although the percent of participation generally declined as the age of the 
Student increased, large standard errors prevent the drawing of the conclusion 
that there is a definite trend for less parent participation as student age * 
increa^es^ which was strongly concluded £f:om the results for the Basic Survey 
population. (See Appendix Table E.6.) 



Table 5.5 . ^ \ 

TEACHERS'. AFFIRMATIVE RESPONSES CONCERNING .T}^ NATURE OF PARENT 
PARTICIPATION IN THE STATE/SPECIAL FACILlT^IEP DEVELOPMENT, 

BY STUDENT AGE 



Percent of Teachers' Affirmative 
Responses 



Nature of Participation 



3-5 



6-12 13-15 16-21 Total 



Did a parent or^ guardian approve 
by signing? 

Did a parent or guardian di\cuss' 
the completed lEP with school 
personnel? 



Did a parent or guardian meet with 
the lEP committee? 

Did A parent or guardian participate 
in the development of the lEP? 



93 


70 ■ 


70 


59 


96 


89 


78 


74 




V 






90 




62 


59 


90 


58 


62 






■1 







69 r 

83 • 

66 
60 




alysis of information in the lEP itself revealed no statisJticaXiy \ -a 
significant trend for degree 'of participation: by parents, 'guardians' or surro- 
gates across age levels. ' ' 

Student participation across the four age levels also was e^camined. from . 

in actual lEPs because 
tudent participation - 



ent participation la 
student^ a pattern of 




more student participatioQ with increased age was suggested. Figure 5,1 shows 
that noae of the 3- to 5-year-old children discussed their lEPs with school 
personnel and that none attended or participated in the development of the 
lEPs during the meetings > while 12 percent o,f the 6-12 year olds discussed 
their lEFs with school personnel and 2 percent participated in the meetings. 
However^ 29 percent of the 13-15 year olds and 35 perceat of the 16-21 year 
olds discussed their lEPs with their teachers; and 12 percent of the fonser 
and 26 percent of the latter participated in the meetings. This pattern was 
not as strong as in the Basic Survey population. Although the ^ercdnts for 
student input into development of the lEP were- not statistically different at 
each age level in the State/Special Facility and Basic Survey populations^ the 
percents for stud&o^ discussion of the completed lEP with school personnel 
were lower at ^ach age level for ttie students in state/ special facilities , 
(See Appendix E> Tabl'e E,6,) 

When teacher survey data concerning parent and student partic*ipation are 
considered together^ there is some suggestion of a pattern of increased student 
and decreased parent participation in developing lEPs in state/special facili* 
ties as students get older. This pattern is similar in direction to that 
found in the Basic Survey population^ but it is riot as . definite As m the 
Basic Survey population, this pattern may reflect both the growing independence 
of older handicapped students and the, changing perceptions of school personnel 
and parents toward student involvement in the development of thei r lEPs as 
they grow oiaer, 

2. Severity of Student Handicap 

The results on student participation across mild > moderate , and 
severe levels of handicapping condition suggested that students with severe 
levels may have participated more oft.en in the development of their lEPs than 
students with mild levej.s. These results were consistent from indications on 
the lEP itself and from teacher response to the ^questioln about student 
c ipation in ^meeting with the I£P committee during development of the 
This pattern was not true for teacher response to t^e question concerning the 
student discussing his or hei: lEP with a school representative, for which 
'there were no statistically significant differences. This was somewhat dif- 
ier^fnt frisjn the results for the Basifc purvey population, m wSich no signi- 
ficdjjt differences were found acro'ssNiPverity levels, (See Appendix E> 
Tables abd E,7 J ' , ^ 
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3-5 



Student Had Input in the Development of the lEP, 




student Discussed lEP With School Personnel, 
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6-12 




13-15 



AGE GROUP 




16-21 



Percent of Student Participation in lEP^ Uevelopment for. Students in 
State/Special Facilities Accor^ng to Teacher Response/ by Age Level 



21 




Total 



\ 



^-1 



No definite patterns were found in the results for parent participation 
Across severity levels ^ eitlier in the TE?s themselves or in the findings of 
the teafeher survey. The results from the teacher survey vsuggested that parent 
particyiatiorx might be less for parents of students with severe levels than 
for tho'se with moderate levels of handicapping cbj^dition. Again > this was 
somewhat different from the Basic Survey population, in which results suggested 
*the possibility of more parent participation as the severity levei increased, 
(See Aprpendix E, Tables E.4 and E:70 



III. PARTICIPATION OF MANDATED PERSONNEL 
IN THE DEVELOPMENT OF lEPs 



A . Basic Survey Population 

Three types of persons were mandated by P.L. 94-142 to be Included in lEP 
coEomittees : teachers , LEA administrative representatives ^ and parents or 
guardians . Based upon information in the lEPs developed for students in 
state/special facilities, only 21 percent list at, l^sV qne representative 
from each of these categories as participants* ^nd only 14 ^percent list-one or 
more of xhem .as signers. (See AppendixT, Table ZAy Category 7.) More lEPs 



in the Basic Survey population listed^at least one representative from each of 
these three mandated categories as participants and signers^ (36 percent and 28 
percent respectively) . Participation rates for these three mapdated a^eas 
were very, similar for regular and special schools^, and both were significantly 
greater than in state/special facilities. (See Appendix E, Table £.2, 
Category 7 , ) 

Although being named in the lEP as a participant in the lEP process is a 
relatively good index of participation, there are three basic reasons for 
assuming that part^icipation rates ba^&d on lEP data probably are underestimates 
and do not reflect all those who actually participated in the development of 
the lEP: (1) P.L. 94-142 does not Xequire that participants be identified in 
the lEP and consequently, it is*li)cely that such information is excluded, 
e.g.) some schools require that the parent sign a separate approval fbrm which 
Is neither included as a part of the IE"^ nor filed jwjth it; (2) foxthjer iden- 
tification of the specific titles of those pers^s in the **other" category 
might increase thenuraber of persons in the mandated categories; and* (3) persons, 
with other specific titles, e.g.> counselors, could have been participating on 

/ ■ ■ 
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lEF committees as LEA administrative representatives. All factors consi^Jered^ 
however J these figures suggest a relatively low rate of part^'cipation by those 
mandated to participate. 

Variation t>y Subpopulations 

The percent of lEPs listing at least one member from each of the three 
mandated categories as participants was analyzed for subpopulations within two 
reporting variables: stu^nt age and severity of studeat handicap. Compari- 
sons were made for participation but not f6r signing. 

1. Student Age Levels 

, Comparisons were made across the four student age levels. The 
results suggested that at least one member from each of the three mandated 
categories may have served as participants on the lEP Committee of state/ 
special facility students tnore often at the younger age levels (3-5 and 6-12) 
than the older age levels (13-15 and 16-21). (See Appendix^E^ Table 'E. 3.) 
This is somewhat different from results in the Basic Survey population where 
no differences were found across age groups. 

2 . Severity of Student Handicap 

No pattern was found in the differences in participation rates when 
students were classified by mild^ dioderate, and severe levels of handicapping 
conditioa. However^ results suggested that at least one representative from 
each of the three mandated categories may have been represented more often in 
the lEPs of the moderately handicapped than the severely handicapped. (See 
Appendix E> Table E,AO This result was .somewhat different from th^ Basic 
Survey population^ in which there was the suggestion of greater participation 
of all Qiandated personnel as the severity level increased. 

i ^ 

* . IV.\ SUMMARY 

This chapter dealt with. the questi^s: Who participates in the develop- 
ment of lEPs? Who signs and approves lEPs? Data from lEPs and from a ques-^ 
tLonnaire administered in a teacher survey were used to discuss the nature and 
^degree of participation by school (or facility) personnel > parents^ and students 
in developing and approving lEPs. The proportion of lEPs developed by commit", 
tees that included all personnel mandated by P.L. 94^142 also was discussed^ 
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as were the variatioi\s ^ia participation among subpopulatioas <fe£ined by^^^udeot 
age and severity of the handicapping condition, ' 

Seventy-three percent of the State/Special Facility lEPs listed at least* 
one participant, and 67 percent included at Least on^ signature. For all lEPT 
with at least one participant listed, the -meaq number of part^Lcipants .was 4.1; ' 
^nd foe; all lEPs with at lea^t one signature, the mean numben -of signatures 
was 3.3. ' ^ - ' ' 

" A significantly greater perce^it of lEPs^in the Basic Survey populatiQn * 
listed at teast one participant (92 percent* and included a,t least one signa- 
ture (82 percent) than in the IState/Special Facility population. However, 
there were nO'Statistically significant differences between the State/Sp^ial 
Facility and Basi^ Survey population^ in the mean numbers of participants and 
signers for lEPs with at leasts one participant oi: signej. 

At^least one representative from the category of teacher or therapis^^ii^^ 
identified as a paj^ticipant on 62 percent of the State/Special Facility lEPs. 
At least one ^r'ep^resentative from the administrative category participated in 
developing ^ 36 percent of tiie lEPs j and anci llary ^personnel (e. g, , school 
pjsycbologists and icounselors) were indicated as participants on 1^ percent 
thfe I^Ps, Individual types of ,personnel most often^ identified as partacipait^s 
were speech or language therapists (18 percent), p^rincipals (14 percent), and 
representatives from the LEA with which the student is affiliated (14 percent). 

All three categpries of personnel — #eacher or therapist, admai^istrative , 

and ancillary,jpersonnel--were listed in a larger percentage of Basic Survey 

lEPs than StateT&Ugcial Facility lEPs. However, for ^11 lE^s with at least 

' one participant listed, there were no significant differences b^ween the 

Basic Sjurvey and State/ Special Facility populations in the mean nuniBfers of 

participants by category of personnel. 

^ Information in lEPs indicated that parents (or guardians ^r surrogates) 

part^cipa^eti in developing 50 percent of the State/Special Facility lEPs and 

t^3t they signed 48'perpent of them. Results from the teacher survey indicated 

that 80 percent of the paredts signed and/or' verbally approved^ State/Special 

/ ■ 

Facility lEPs and that fewer than one percent refused to approve an ^EP. 
Teachers also indic^te^d the following about parent participation: 83 percent 
discussed the completed' lEP with school personnel; 66 percent met with the lEP 
committee to discuss the developed lEP; and 60, percent provided inputs to the 
lEP committee during development of the lEP. As in the Basic Survey population. 



^ a serious ^uestioi^ can be raised about th^ extent - of parent parti<;ipation 
during th^ developi^ent of lEPs in State/Spei^ial Facilities, because teacher's 
reporteit* that parents did not'V^ve input in 40 percent .of the lEP committees^. 
^ Student jarlttcipa tion or approi^l . was indeed ted on six 'perjcent of the ' ^ 

vState^p^GiaSp^cility lEPs. * Teachers, on the other hand, stated that 21' 
percent of handicapped students had discussed their lEPs wi.th school pers^oimel 
and-' that «11 percent provided input during the^^np process. Althoirgh the . 
degjEiee^'v^Snr student participation reported by .t^chers'^was encouraging relative 
To 'chat imlicated' in tlie^IEP^ it was not high enough to enable an. affirmative 

: -answer to ^e question of^'wh^her the r^ulations of P.!. 94-*142 are beic^g* met 
^in terms j>t student .participation* wher^ ^*applropri(|te This^ problem is also 
s&^ed wi^h the Basic Survey population. 

. There wa&'tlie suggestion of a pattern ^f increased student and decreased 

. parent participation in developing lEPs for state/special facility students, 
a^ their age increases. Results trom the .teacher^ survey ^showed that whrle 
none of > the sftudent^. in t^ia 3*5 age range, discussed their lEPs with school ^ 
persomfel, 35 percent of the 16-21 . year ol<is vSjucS dis^3(|siQns^ Likewisi?^. 
while none of the ^tudent&^in the 3-5 age rang^ (had, M^ut to the* lEP^Comftittee, 

26 percJtot of the l6-f2l year olds had innut.. This pattern i^as similar in 

' \ ' / ' ' ^ * ' ' - ^ V ' ' - ' ^ * ' 

direct£pn*.To that found* in the 3^sic Sutvey popQlatio(tr;\ *but#it was much 

'/ ' .\ * ^ ^ , ^ - ' - ' . ' \ 

-s^onge< in the Ba^ic ^Surveyipopulation- - \ . ' / 

^ The rJbsults on student participation across mild,' moderate^ and severe 

leve3f$. of rh^ndicapfPing condition suggested that stfl^en^s With severe levels 

may have/^participated more often in the development of lheic*IEPs than students 

^^tHf^ild levels,' Th^^e results^. were consistent f jroin i'idi'c*ations\on the lEP 

ritself andT from iaacher response to the questijon about student par^ijcipatioji 
in iqeeti^g with'' jthe -lEP cs^i^tee "during development of* the lEP. This * 
somewhat different^^onytihe g^&,ults for t^e Basic Survey, p'opulation, in which 

'no significant ^iffere&ces, we^ne found across severity levels. 

, The results gatheifed frcJm lEPs about parent participati^ across ^severity,^ 

jLevels did nof reveal defiaj.t^^patteirns;1fcut results from the teacher survey 

Suggested ^hat*^parent ff^r^'i'cipation^jjtighft ^be l^^ss for parents of students with 

&«v^te- lev&ls^ than for tho^e with moderate levels of handicapping c&ndition. 

' ^ ^ ■ t V >^ . ■ ^ t \ J, . . ^ : ' 

AgainV this was .s6inewhat"^<lif ferent .f rom the Bafeiic /Survey population^ ^in which 

res*<Ets .f ctJm both data sQUrc'es* suggestefi the possibility of more«arent p^r^'' 

tici^atioh as .the f^verity level increased. ^ . 



,Only 21 percent of the Stated/Special facility lEPs listed one or mor^||^ 
participahts 'from .eacii of the three categories of participants mandated by 
P^L, 94-142 to be in the lEP cpmn)i£tees: teacher^^ administfator^ and parent. . 
And only 1^ percent of the "^Ps listed one or .more signers from each of "the 
. thr^e jcategdries . " More lEPs in the Basic Survey population than in the State/ 
Special Facility population listed at least one represeatative from'each of 
these three mand^ed categories as participants ^and signers. As in the Basic 
.Survey population^ these figures suggest a relatively low rate of participa- 
tion By thos,e mandated to participate^ even though they prpl^ably are under-^ 
, Estimates -of the actual p^rcents of participaats ^d signers in ttle^e itt^'ndated 
ca t^ g 0 ri eTs . " ' ;^ 

Comparisons across the four student age levels suggestec^ that at least 
one* member from facn of the three Mandated categories tna^ have served as ^ 
particp^nts on the lEP'Committee of state/ special facility students more d^^n 
at the younger age levels 0^-5 and 6-12) thaqithe older a§e. levels (13-15 and 
16-21)* Thi^ is somewhat different from results^ in the Basic Survey population 
where- jip (^if^^ocences vexe fo^und across age groups. V ' * \^ 

Analysis w>f results across mildj tnoderate> and severe levels of handicap- 
ping/condition ^vealed no overall trend. These results differ somewhat from 
those obtained .for the Basic Suryey population^ for which there w^'s the sugges- 
tion- of 'Jftater p^ffticipati^ 6^*^111 fliaiidarted ft^'rsonnel ^i|s the severity "leyel 
yici?6^sed ."^^ ' '» ' * ^ — ^ 



' ' " ' Chapter 6 * ■ 

f 

» ■ \* '. ' - 

' What Typ^s of Special Educatioa and ReHted Services 

' Argj^pecifi^d in State/Specj-al Facility lEPs? 

^ This chapter provides information regarding the types of special education 
and related services that are specified in JEPs, Geaerallyj special educatioa 
sejrvices were specified ia lEPs in the form oT. st'atefl[i^nts of need, goals, and 
objectives, following thfe mandate provided by the law and regulations, ^Related 
services, on. the other hand, most frequently were Indicated In more^ general 
descriptive terms, ia some part of the document other* than whpre aeeds, j^alS, 

^ad objectives were located. As a result, they^ are considered In a. separate 
section of this chapter. - ^ ' ^ ' 

Special educa^i^ services include at least two main types of activities. 
The fir^'is assessment and the secoiyi Is educational programming based pn 
a^se^ment* The a^essmeat service^ or the restilt^ of 'it, typlca^lly was mdl- 
cate'd ia the lEP In the' section on present level of functioning,^ *Xhe. assess- 
ment information often focused on both the st;xeagths and weaknesses of a* / 
student. 'Strengths 'generally were Itidlcated. in terms of statements' 6f normalx 
or ^ better than normal , functioning . Weaknesses generally were l;tsted *as 
stattenients of nee^d,|o^r specific kinds of educational progi;ammlng , - * ^ 
r . The ^first,. Section* of this chapter 'Ini^Wes a description 'of the typ'es'Sf* 
assessment ser^Lops ^hat'yere indicated In lEPs under, the hfe^dmg'of ''present 
level of functioning," The extent to which dAta were provider] ^to support 
statements- about present level 5f functioning is^ Included m the second section. 

IfThe third $ectloa provides a <]escrlptl6n of social education jTrogrammlng as ' 
i5ndicated by "statements , ^peclal education programming indicated by 

Short-term objectives is- presented In the fourth^^^e^Hi^on, ^ The types of related 
services indicated ia lEPs arirdiscu'&sed In the fifth sectlc^ of thfs chapter, 
DetaiJ[e<3 descc^ptlv^. statistics arid assftcia'ted standard errors for the result^ 
sypmiacized^ In tiiis ct^pt&r-are 'referenced afid ^presented in Appendix F, 

For purposes i)f describing the, provlsiori ^of special education services, 
thirteen different academic and functional, areas were defmedr (a) reading or 
otal' or , written English; .(b) mathematics; (c) other academic; t^) social ^ 
adapta.tlorf; (e) s'elf-help - skills; (f )i. emotionil ; (g) physical education; 



'^Chy motor Skills; (r) "speech; (j) visual acuity; (4t) 'hearing^; (1) vocational/* 
prevocaticjnal ; and (m) ' oth&i?, * *i \ * 



The ' distinction between these areas generally is'' clear* 



Possiple excep- 



tions are the ' distinction between social adaptation* and emotional, and between 
physical edUcatio^ and motWr skills* Genet^atiy > the >disti'ncti(Jn was bas^d on 
statements wit&i-a the lEP, -That is> i,f ^fihe^ ^P-'reierred to' a*goaX or objective 
as, a "social adaptation'* goal or* ^bj ecti^eV it ^s acc^ptsd ^s such, wh'ere 
such distinctions were not made in the IBPl emotfional was interpreted* to "apply 
to ca^es of severe pathology Ce*a/; "student bites and scratches te9Cher>*' or 
"student often' ihfli^t^ ^^If-injury^') , w^lle social adaptation was interpreted 
to apply to. developmental afpects (e-g^ '"s^^udent jdoesn't respond to teacher's 
directions/'' or- '^student doesn't Iget along well with peers")- Physical educa-- 
tion was cons^idered to refer to educational considerations such as learning to 
participate in sports' and games, while rootir skills were considered to apply 
tcr^such factors as runction^^l coordination. /* , ^ 



*r ACADEMIC AJiD FUKCTIONAL AREAS iN WHJCH ASSESSMENT SERVICER, 
WERE INDICATED IN THE PRESENT LEVEL OF FUNC^TIONING ^CTION-pF lEPs 

^ One of the requiremeirts of an lEP is that it contain information ^bout 
the student's present level o£. f^inctioning. Pfetfent-level-of-lunctioning ^ ' 
information should document the assessment of the studentf^oth in. terms of 
strengths and weaknesses in order to better contribute to the development pf a 
full progr-airt of services? .for the student; ' ■ ' ' \ \ ' > ^* 
ineral question addressed iii^this section was; To wha^ extent do 



'lEPs contailn information about stjengtfrs and weaknesses? To answer this^ 
question> each lEP ^collected in the survey wa^ ^xaminea t^^, determine whether 
<?r not it, contained some indication of the*is>tud'ei^t; ' s level of functioning in 
* one' or m^e ox tlfe thirteen academic or functional areas.' While this type of 
iflformatian/ typically was included under a ''present^ level qf functioning'^ 
headipg> the ^earth ,for such inf <?nnat,ion W3| not limited to this type of \ / 
response. ^Thi^ information, also -was foun'd under such headings as *U:omments/' 
"objectives' ali^eady mastered "strengths arid weaknesses , " and "reasonsf or 
placement," Statements such as '"needs to improve, in reading^'-' "doesin/t get 
along weli Vith ottier children/' or "is emofeiooally mature fc^ his-5(;/** we^ 
'considered «S' appropriate indications of level of functioning. 



4 



Based on tbe level -of- functioning information contained^ in * the lEP, an 
iAdiTcation-was made as ^o w^^tb^ a strength (normal functioning^ or above) 
and/ or weakness (deficiency) was indicated in \ the Associated academic 'or 
functlional area, ^:In cases where supporting data Htre listed in the lEP^ these 
supporting data wer^ used ifl.^King this determination. 

Figure 6,1 shows the proportion of lEPs that contained present-lfevel-of • 
fun<^tioaing information in the various academic or functional ^reas , The 
.largest proportions of- lEPs ptovided infoinn^tion in the academic areas of ^ 
other 'acad€toic (62 percent) ^an,d reading/English (57 perceiJt). Fifty percent 
of tbe lEPs speci f ied \^vei-*of-fVnctioning infon^ation in social adaptation 
and 42, percent in mathematics. Present-^level^^-function^ng information was 
specified for mator skills in 39 percent oS the lEPs and for speech and self- 
help skills in 31 percent, None of the remaining academic, or fuijctional areas 
had level-of-fuDctioning ^data specified in more than 20 percent of the lEPs, 
(See Appendix F, Talkie F,K) ^ ' ' ^ 

Th(2* percents of lEPs that indicated a need or a strength in each of th\y^^ 
iacademic/fuoctional ax^as ai;e shown in Table 6.1. lEPs gener/lly contained 
more ^idf onnVtion about needs than strengths. A significantly larger proper- 
ti'oa of l£Ps contained" statements of' need tll^o strength id.tl^r^e areas (read- 
ing, other academe, and speech), and results suggested more statement*, of 
need than strength in {ff^o other areas (hearing and emotional) / ^ (See Table ftl, 
Appendix F, ) ' . ' \ '\/ 

The fact that t^e percents ia the "neei" column of Table 6,1 do noc^ equal 

those in Figure 6.1 indicates that need information was not ^nclu<^ted in lOff 

percent of th& leve^l-of-functioning statements^ This finding should not be 

interpreted as a negative'^^inding since it is reasonable to expect that needs 

would dot be foun^ in all academi^ or functional area? that were assessed, 

Also^ it is ifflpor;;tant 'to note "feiiat any given lEP might contain both statements 

of^ need and statemeatTs of strength in a ^single funct^iona^ area. For example,^ 

with readings it may be 'stated' that a studer^t's vocabulary was at a normal 

/levels but he/&he^^ede<l ^help in comprehension^ thus indi?S>ating both strengths 

arid weaknesses', * * ' ' 

* ■ is not surpr isingitKit rfeeds generally wer^ stated more frequently 

than strengths^ since P.'L. 94-142 specifies that, , the ^statemen^of ptes^t 

^level 6% functioning should provide a clear statement of 'th^e student's sf)ecial 

i • ^ ^ 
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. Kiinrtjonjng^ by Ac:i<?lemic and FiinctLt>nal Are^js . ' " , 
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^Table 6.1 ' - 

PROPORTION OF STATE/SPECIAL FACILITY lEPs THAT INDICATE 
NEEDS AND StRENGTHS, BY ACADEMIC AND ^FUNCTIONAL AREAS 



Academic or 
Functioo^I Area 



' Reading or oral or - * 
writceQ Saglisb 

Mathematics 

a/ 

Other academic- 
Social adaptation 

Serf-h^lp skills 

EmoCiotLal 
_ Physical educatio^Q 

Motor skills 

Speech > 
• ■ Visual acuity 
. , Hearing 

Vocational/Prfivocational 
' .Other^^ , . 



Percent of IEP&' with Statement of: 



Need 



Strength 



51 
36 
52 
39 

- 25 
. .5 
_ ■ 6^ 
^ 29 
29- 
6 

8 



14 \ 



31 ' 
^3 * 
30' 
' 34 
'20 
. 1 

* 

.15 ' 

4 . 

7 ^ 

.' '-9 ' ' 
9 . 



/ ' J ^ 

Include? the combined academic areas of science, socialiscience^^ general 
academic^', and other academic^ , ' - ^ j 

^ Pndudes such functicrnal areas as general physical healthy ki'nesthetic or 
. perceptual sVtlls, 
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educational and related needs. ^ The listing of both strengths and weaknesses 
- is helpful boih to those who review the lEPs and to those who carry out the 

^ J / ' ' - r ^ ■ ^ , • 

studeot's progt^. . Bjt. taking both strengths and weaknesses into account, 

* ■ -'""^^ ' , * 

goai,St'iad-Tj|jJel:Tives can be focused more specifically oa areas of- need. Also^ 

iriltormation' about strengths pan be used by teachers to determine better 

strategies* by ^^hich to worS with, the student. It should also be noted that 

the presence of d^ta on strengths in the lEPs is especially significant since* 

the ^lEP format typically did not_ require it> and'the |fositive relationship 

^betwe^n format and content ha^ been clea-rly es tab lished in Chapter 4. 

The_^xte~nt to which statements of level of furfctionin^ appeared on lEP^ ^ 

wa-s analyzed for students in state/special facilities and in regular and 

special scbool^s in the Ba&ig Survey population. For 6 of the 13 academic/ 

functional areas the frequetfcy with which level-of-functi6ning informatpon was 

found in lE^s was greater in lEPs ptrepared in state/special fa^cilities and 

^ sj^ecial ^schools than . in tto>se prepare"^ m regular schools.' The six^ areas 

(Were: social adaptation, self-help skills* ph/^xcal education> motor skills, 

, vocatioimi/prevocational, and other academic. In the "other'* category " (e . g. , 

V general physical health and perceptual skiMs the frequency was less in 

state/special facilities than in either regular or special ^schools. (See 

, Appendix F, Table f-^'^ " ' ' , 

\ Indications o6^ need were^ fojHid more often *n lEPs prepared' la state/ 

special fatilities and sp^ial schools than m regular schoo^ls for , the^follow- 

ing ^i'K academic/ functional areas : social adap tatioa^ self-belp^ skilly , 

pijysical 'educatiV^ raSJtor skill's, other Academic, and otter. For the ^reas of 

^ language and m'atKetndtics^ results suggested that the frequency of indications 

of\nee^ might be lower in lEPs prepared in state/spitfcial facilities than in 

^ thoge^" prepa r^d in, either " regular or special schools . ^See Appendix F, 

*^*TabJLe ' ' " " ' . ^ 

, ^ In^fTcatlonsi af notmal fu^ctionisg^ or strengths^ wer€ found more fre- 

-quently in ££P^ in state/special facilities and special schools than in regular 

'Schools £br the following fpur 'areas: self-help skills* physical education, ^ 

tor sS^ills, and' o ti^er academic. Re^l^ts also- suggesteij tTle same pattern for 



\ 




: ^ V ^-"lofo^a^Letter to State Directors o'f, Special Education* Stater Part B 
Cootdtn^ot^y amd Stite ?\L. 89-313 Coordinators- ^ Policy Paper on Individual- 
ized tedlftratibn^ ^ograms (lEPs)/' DAS- Information^ Btilletan , Number 64. ^ 
'iJashiri^tOTj DX-i ' Bug^u -oL Education'^for the Handicapped (USOE', HEWJ , ' 
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social adaptation. For speech, results suggested that the frequency of state- 
meats of strength was greater in state/special facilities than in either 
regular or special schools. For visual acuity, the frequency^ in state/special 
facilities Was significantly less than in regular schools and may have been 
less than' in special schools/ ^ (See Appendix F, Tabl6 F.4.) ^ , ^ ^ 

II. ACADEMIC AND FUNCTIONAL AREAS IJf WHICH DATA WERE PROVIDED 
' ^ TO SUPPORT PRESENT LEVELjp^F FUNCTIONING STATEMENTS 

lEPs were exaajined to determine the extent to which data were provided to 
support present level of fUnctioo-ing statements. ^ Only objective data (e.g., 
test scores, documentation of Eonnal observations) were considered to consti- 
tute supporting data.^ Although; supporting data are not required by , law or 
regulation^ stich dati can "help the user of the lEP to better\nderstand the 
functionyig lev^l of a student and therefore^now how to work with the student 
to increase his/her performance level. 

The findings presented in Table 6.2, which were computed from the^percents 
pj^esented ia Table F.5 (Appendix F), show that- supporting data typically were 
nPt included in State/Special Facility lEPs.^ Fqr example, Table F.5 (Appen- 
dix F) shows that 57*1 percent dE all State/Special Facility lEPs had a*level- 
of'functioning statement for reading and 19.5 percent of them had supporting 
assessment data for reading, thus 34 ^rcent of State/Special Facility lEPs 
had "Supporting data in reading, given that they had a level-of- functioning 
statement in reading. ■ ' 

Using as a base only those lEPs that contained information about the 
students present level of _^Eurictxoning^ for only two academic areas were 
supporting data* found in more than 30 percent of the State/Speqial Facility 
lEPs: reading or oral or written ^nglish (34 percent) and mathematics (38 
percent). The other areas for which sMpport'ing data were found in at leasV 20 
percent of those lEPs that had a statement related to the student* s -present 
level of. functioning were vocatiooal/prevocatxonal , speetfh , , hearing, an'3 



^ Note that general physical health was separated from the '*other*' category 
for purpose of this discussion Although it is appropriate ' to discuss .thje ^ 
Inc^lusion of supporting data for statements about general* physical healtht rt 
does not make sense to Refine *gener^l«health a? a speQiiCic functional area for 
which special services are ^i:<^vided.' \' 4 
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Table 6.2 



PROPORTION OF STATE/SPECIAL FACILITY lEPs WITH PRESENT- LEVEL -OF- W 
FUNCTIONING STATEMENTS THAT CONTAIN SUPPORTtifG^DATA' 



Academic or 'punctionai 
Area With, 
Level-of-Functioning Statement 



Percent With 



Supporting' Data- 



a/ 



1. Mathematics 

2. Reading or oral or wrriten English 



3, 
4, 
5. 
6. 

7. 



. Geireral physical health-' 
Speech 

Other academif:- 
Hearing 
Visual acuity 



• c/ 



^. ftotor sitills 



9. Other-( 

10. Physical education 

11. Self-help skills ^ 
IJ. Vocational/Prevo'cational 

13 . Emotional 

14. Social adapt,ation 



38 
- 34 

3 
20 
i'7 
20 

6 

6 
27 

8 

, 11 
23 
2 
10 



a / 

•^ercents are based on lEPs that contained lev?l-of-f unctioning informa- 
tion — see Figure 6.1, 

For purposes of t^s table, general physical health was removed as a 
separate category from the "other" category," About 11.1 percerjt of the .lEPs 
had a st^ement of present level of functioning in this area.' 

cl 

- , Includes the combined areas of science, social science, general academi'c, 
and other academic. ^ 
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orting data for 8 of the 14 areas listed in Table 6.2 were found 



in^ fewer than 20 percent of the lEPs. 



func 



The variation that existed between fCnctional areas in the extent to 
wbich supportive data were listed in IE?s was probably due to differences m 
the availability^ of testing instruments. For example, many more standard 
testing instruments ai;e available in reading and mathematics than in the area 
of social adaptation/ so it is much easier to provide supporting data in 
reading and mathematics. * 

These findings can be viewed from another perspective. That iSj they" 
show that J while not re qui red , , many lEPs contained supporting information 
about level of functioning . in the di f ferent academic and functional areas , 
This is perhaps^one indicator of an attempt to comply with the spirit of the 
law. ^ 



III. ACADEMIC AM) FUNCTIONAL AREAS IN WHICH EDUCATIONAL 

/Programing is iNDicAtBD by, at least one goal statement 



Since goal statements, are indicators of the t^es of educational program- 
ming that a student is expected to receive in a particular academic or func" 
tional areaj lEPs were, examined to determi^ne the extent to which goal state- 
ments were listed in the varKjus academic and functional areas. This section ^ 
reports on the proportion of lEPs that Contained at least one goal statement 
in various acadeafic ar functional areas. 

Figure 6.2 , shows the- percent of state/special " facility students who 
V received eddcational* programming in various academic and functional areas, as 
reflected by the existence of at least one goal statement. There' was at least 
one annual goal statement for reading in 65 percent of the lEPs, and over half 
of tbe^ lEPs had at least -one goal, statement for mathematics or other aca- 
demics. In addition^ 30 percent or more of the lEPs had at' least one goal 
statement in social adaptation , motor skills > self-help skills ^ or speech. 

In 7*offthe 13 areas, a greater proportion of lEPs in both, stafte/special- 
fa^cilities an4 special school^ Contained at least one aonual goal than did 
lEPs in regu^Iar schools: social adaptation^ physical education, vocational:^ 
pre vocational , s^I f-help sjcills > motor sk|lls , other academics > and '*other,/* 
I^ two of these areas (mdtor skills^ and oth^r academics) ^ results also sug- 
gested that the proportion m state/special facilities was higher than t>hat in 
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figure 6:2, Percent of State/Special Facility lEPs Containing at Least One Coal, by Functiooal Area, 



special schools. ^ For the ismotional area the proportion in state/special 
facilities was higher than the proportions in both regular and special schools^ 
which were similar. (Se^ Appendix F* t^ble F.6.) 

IV. ACADEMIC AND FUNCTIONAL AREAS IN WHICH EDUCATIONAL 
PROGRAMMING IS INDICATED BY AT LEAST ONE SHORT-'^ERM OBJECTIVE 

Short-term object^es, like goals, also serve as indicators of the^ kinds 
of educational programming a student is to receive. Theoretically>* they are 

\ 

more specific than goalsj and frequently a series of, s^iort-tenn objectives 
represents 'how a goal is to be achieved. lEPs were examined to determine how/ 
many of them contained at least one shorf terra objective in the various academic 

A . State/Special Facility Population Compared with Basic Survey Popalation 

Figure 6. 3, displays the percents of lEPs which contain at least one 
skort*tem) objective in the 13 di'Eferent functional areas. A comparison of 
Figures 6.3 and 6.2 shows that the distributions of goals and objectives over 
functioaal areas are very similar. This "good fit" betweenj;he two distribu" 
tions suggests th^ preparer! of lt?s were consistent in specifying at least 
one objective in those academic or functional areas^for which a goal was 
stated, ^ f s / 

Figure 6.^3 shows that reading or oral or written English was the predom-' 
inant area in which special education services were provided. Sixty-* four 
percent of the lEPs contaiMf at ^east one shoirt-term objective in this area. 
The next highest area was other academic, with 62 percent of the lEPs contaip- 
ing at least one short-term 'objective in this area. The third highest area 
was mathematics, in which 55 percent of tb< lEPs contained at leas^one short" 
term objective, in addition, there were three other areas which contained at 
least ode short-term objective in 40 percent or more of the lEPs: self-help ^ 
skills, social ad5pt5tion> arid motor skills- 

The least amount of special education service was indicated in the emo^ 
tional,^ hearing, ^nd visual acuity areas, in which 10 pefcent or less of the 
lEPs contained short*terro objectives. These low frequencies may be due to the 
nature of the areas . They do nob lend themselves to short-term objective ^ 
statements. " * ' ' - ' * 
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figure 6*3. Percent of State/Special Facility lEPs Contairfing at teast^One £»hort-Tenn Objective^ by Functional 
Area. ^ - J \ ^ ' ' . 



For 7 of the 13 academic or .functional ar^as, ^greater proportion of 
lEPs in both state/special facilities and special schools contained at least' 
one short'term objective than did lEPs in regular schools: scfcial ad^aptation, 
self-help skills, physical education^ other "academic, motor skills, vocational/ 
prevo Rational , and other. . For one' of these areas , other academic ^ ^results 
for state/special facility lEPs was alsd greater than special' schools.* In 
addition, for the emotional area, results for s^ate/special facilities were 
greater than either regular or special schools, which h^d similar results. 
(S?e Appendix F, Table F.70 ; ^ 

, If it can be assumed that students placed in state/special facilities and 
special schools need more srpecial education services-, then the survey denton" 
strates ,that they are receiving them in most acaclemic/functional areas. 

B. * j/ariation by Age Level ' . ^ 

Definite t^rends across age levels for the' distribution of lEPs with at 
rleast one short-term objective Weje found in only two areas. For motor skills, 
there were fewer lEPs with at least one short-term objective at the older age 
levels (13-15 and 16-21) than at the younger-levels C3-?'an'd 6-12). ^^or the 
vocational/p.revocational area^ the percent of lEPs with at least one shorfXerm 
objective increased as age incr.eased: (See Appendix F, Table F.8.) These 
results were reasonably consistent with those in Dhe Basic Survey population. 

*■ V. RELATED SERVICES ' ' , 

^* . 

^This sectioa presents the results of the surve^as they .relate to the 
provision ^p*f related services to handicapped students. Fojr purposes of this 
discussion, related s&rvices include audiology, counseling, medical services, 
occOpational' the'rapy^ pare^ counseling and training, phys{^al therapy, psy- 

chological services , recreation, social work servi<;e:$ , transportation, and 

^ ^ ' , ' ^5 ' ■ * . 

other* ' ■ ' ' ' " ^ ' ■ - . - 

One or more services were indicated in ^5 percent of the State/Special 

* ■ ^ ' * 

Facility lEPs.* Seventeen percent li^te^d only one related seWice. Six percent 
specified ttfo related services, about. three percent indicated a need for .three 
related services, and four related services w^re noted iti abput eight per'c^nt 
of the lEPs. Only one percent of th^ State/Spe<;ial facility ifiPs specified 




the provlsiott^of fiv\ or morfe related serVi^ces, (See row totals in Table F.9> 
,AppendixT - ) " - . ' ^ 

The most frequently list^ related service was transportation ^ with'about 
16 pej:cent of all lEPs listing this service^ The next highest were counseling 
^od psycholc^ic^al services > which were indicated on nine and eight percent of 
the lEPs, 'respectively. Another seven percent of lEPs listed each of the 
categories; audiology and physical therapy^ Four percent lis^ted each of the 
two categories') recreation ^and occupational therapy. Medical services (e.g. , 
eye exams^ physical exams^ medication^ and nji^rsing care) wer^ mentioned in two 
percent of the lEPs^ yhile social work services were note^ on one percent of 
the lEPst Eighteen percent listed other related services^ which included ^uch 
services as tutoring ^ dental , services ^ and voca tional rehabilitation, (These 
perceats—total Snore than 35' percent > the percent of students with lEPs that 
specified related services^ because multiple services were specified on some 
IEPs;see row totals of Table F.lO> Appendix F.) 

<^ A significantly larger percent of tile lEPs for students In state/special 
facilities C35 percent) specified the provision of one or more" related services 
than did the lEPs of students in regular schools (12 percent)* and results 
suggested this may be greater than in special ^schools (23 percent)- (See 
Appendix Table 

Transportation was the most frequently listed related service in state/ 
special facilities * regular schools * and special schools; however* it was, 
listed more often in state/special facilities (16 percent) and special , schopls 
(14 percent) than in regular schools (5 percent). Physical thejrapy and occu-* 
Rational therapy also were listed more often in both state/special facilities' 
and special sthools than in regular schools. £See Appendix F% Table F-IO.) 



VI . SUMMARY " 



The types of special education and related services ^at were contained 
in State/Special Facility lEPs were examined in this chapter. Special educa- 
tion services were defined to include both assessment and educational pro-^ 
^ramming. Assessment services were Indicated through statements about level 
of ;funetioOing , including both strengths an^ weaknesses. Educational program- 
ming was indicated through goals and short-term objectives. Thirteen academic 
aqfl functional areas were defined for the purpose of describing these services- 



,6.14 



Th6 larges^\propbrtio'ns of State/Spe 04-^1 Facility lEPs provided informa- 
tioQ about the present level of functioning in the academic areas of reading/ 
English (57 g^ercent) and oth^r academic (62 percent)* Fifty percent of the 
lEPs specified' the information in social adaptation ahd 42/percent in mathe- 
ma tics . P resent- level-of- functioning in^rmation wa''s specified for motor 
skills in 39 percent of the lEPs^ and for speech and self-help skills in 31 
percent* ^one of th^ remaining, academirb or functional areas had level^of- 

S ' -I * 

functioning ' d^ta specified in more than- -20- percent of the State/Special 
Facility lEPs. For 6 of, the 13 academic/ 'functional areas, the frequency with 
which level-of^unc^ioning information . wa^^ found in lEPs prepared in state/ 
special facilities anfl specj.al schools was greater than in XEPs prepared in 
regular schopls\ Intone area'the frequency was less in state/speciaL facili- 
ties than in e^her regular or special schools. 

Statements about functioning level were analyzed to determine the extent 
to which they included statements about needs and statements about strengths. 
While need statements' appeared ^withv^reater frequency in^most of the functional 
areas, strengths were listed Kith considerable frequency. In general, state- 
ments of both needs' and strengths Were found more frequently in lEPs prepared 
in state/special facilities ' and^ special schools than in lEPs prepared in 
regular schools". ' " ^ ■ 

The extent to which State/Special Facility lEPs contained supporting data 
for statemeats about present Ifevfel , of- functioning also was explored. Using as. 
a base only thos^ lEPs that con^lfih information aboUt the students, present 
level of functioning, supporting' d^t^ were found in more th,an 30 percent: of 
the State/Speciat FdciliJty lEPs iit^lJwo ar^as: reading/English (34 percent) 
and mathematics (^ percent). .Sa^jporting data were found in at least 20 
percent of IEP3 f^r four other *areas : ^ 

Goal statemerits are one indicat9,r of the types of educational programming 
that a student i^* expected to .receive. 'There was at le^st one annual goal 
statement for reading/English ip. 65 ;pei;<^e'nt^ of the lEPs, and over half of the 

lEPs aJbso had at least one goal statement for mathematics and other academics. 

'' '' % * 

In addition, 30 percent or more blE.the fEPs had at least one goal statement in 
four other academie/ f£tnctional, a^eas ». ^'In, 7,of 13 areas, 'a greater propor* 
tion of lEPs ii^ both state/special facfij^ities and special/ schools contained at 
least one aIll^ual goal than did X^P^* in* ^r^gular schools . For an eighth area 



the proportion in state/special facilities was higher than the ^proportions in 
both regular and special schools^ 

Shox;f-terin objectives* like goals, ^Iso were considered as indicators of 
special, education prograraming/ There' was^at least one short-t^rm objective 
tor reading/English in 64 percent of the State/Special Facility IEPs> for 
other academi-es in 62 percent ^ and fCor mathematics in 55 percent. In addi* 
tioji, 40 percent or more of "the State/Special Facility lE^s contained least 
one short-term objective for three other areas. For 7 of -the 13 academic or 
functional areas, a greater proportion of lEPs io both state/special facili- 
ties and'' special schools contained at least one short-term objective than did 
lEPs in regular schools. For an eighth area the proportion* for state/special 
facilities was higher than that fdr either regular or special schools. 

Thirty-five percent of the State/Special Facility lEPs indicated the 
provision of one or lyore related services. Seventeen percent specified one . 
service > six -percent indicated two services > three percent specified three 
services, eight percent listed four> ^and one percent listed five or more 
related services. The most frequently listed related service was transporta- 
tion, with about 16 percent of all State/Special Facility lEPs listing this 
service. The next highest were counseling and psychological services > 
followed by audiology, physical therapy> recreation^ ^d occupational therapy* 

A significantly larger percent of the lEPs for students in state/special 
facilities (35 percent) specified * the ^provision of ^ one or more related 
service's than did the lEPs of students in regular schools (12 percent), and 
results suggested this may be greater than in special schools (23 percent). 
Transportation was the most frequently listed related service in state/speci,al 
facil/ities, regular *^schools> and special schools. 



\ Hov?: In£annatAve and Intefaally Consistent 
\ Are State/Special Facility lEPs? 

^^m^iQCe extensive i^ata already have been presented in Chapter 4 regarding 
extent to which both mandated and non^mandated^infonnation ar'e contained 
in State/Sj^^ial Facility lEPsj the reader is referred to that chapter for a 
detailed discuss^^bn of inforntatlveness of lEPs, While informativeness of 
lEPs is discussed in this present chapter^ the primary focus is on internal 
consistency. ^ ^ , ^ 

Section I of this chapter discusses the internal consistency of lEPs as 
dt^tenained by the relationship between statements of n&ed^ goals, and objec 
'tiyes - Section 1 1 referer^ces an exj^loratory study which was undertaken to 
categoj:i2e lEPs by degree of infonnativeness and internal consistency. Sec- 
tion IIJ presents a brief sunmiaiy of the findings discu^ed in th^ chapter, 

* 

I. RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN STATEMENTS OF NEED, GOALS, AND OBJECTIVES 

Educational programming, which was specified primarily through the goal 
statements and short-tem objectives listed in the lEPs, should be based on 
the student' s present level of functioning-. (As reported in Chapter 3 of 
Volume IV, Level 2 of the Retrospective Longitudinal 5ubstudy provided strbng 
evidence that the lEP was, a good indicator of the services actually received 
by students , ) Thus ^ the relationship between need statements ^ goals , and 
short'-term objectives pijovides an indication of the student's special educa- 
tion needs and what is being done about them through educational programming, 
A clear statement of need related to a goal , and goals that are in turn 
related to a group of short-*term ob^ctives, provides a reasonable guide to a 
student's Individualized educational program. An lEP which includes these 
three key types of statements likely communicates the student ' s needs and 
planned services to all^ parties involved in the provision of services to the 
student. The relationship between these three key types of statements is an 
excellent indicator of th^ inter^l consistency of the lEP. ^ 



There should be a consistent relationship between need statemef^ts> goals, 

Und objectives. That is, if a need is stated, the lEP also should contain at 

iLeast one related goal ani at' least one objective indicating how that goal is 

ho be achieved. Alternatively, each stated goal should be accompanied bjL« need 

Statements and objectives. The same principle applies to short-term objectives. 

Ten o/ the 13 academic and functional areas (see Chapter'6) were selected for, 

st'udy* The *'other academic'* and the "other'* areas were excluded because their 

imprecise definition precluded linking needs, goals, and objectives to^specific 

academic area^; e*g*^> ^ linking of needs, goals, and objectives to the ''other 

academic" area could be misleading since the need might be in' science* while 

the goals or objectives might apply to social studies. The emotional area was 

excluded because the number^of lEPs containing needs, goals, and/or objectives 

in that area was s6 small that findings could be spurious, ^ 

t Given that an lEP had a need, a goal, or an objective in an academic or 

« 

functional ar^a, the percent of lEPs with each of the seven possible combina- 
tion? of these three items was cooiputed. The seven combinations are: (a) a 
nepd> a goal, and an objective; (b) only a need and a goal; (c) only a need 
'and an objective; (d) only a ^need; (e) only an objective and a goal; (f) Qnly 
a goal; and Cg) only an objective- 

Table 7.1 lists the selected academic/functional areas and displays the 
percentages of lEPs containing various combinations of need statements, goals, 
and objectives. The percentages for each functional or academic area lasted 
in ^his table are based on the total number of lEPs that contained either a / 
need statement, a goal, an objective, or some combinaJtl'olT thereof, for the 
area, (See Table G.l, Appendix G.) 

■Good special education practice would be represented in this table if all 
figures in the extreme left column^ labeled **Needs, Goals, and Objectives,^' 
were 100 percent^ However, the highest percent in this column is only 52 
percent,, the percent of lEPs that contained statements of needs, goals, and 
objectives in the area of reading or oral or written English . Only three 
other areas were ''complete'* in over 40 percent of the lEPs for whicb they were 
applicable—mathematics (44 percent), self-help skills' (43 percent), and motor 
skills (42 percent) . 

The next column to the right (Needs and Goals ^nly) shows the percent (>f 
lEPs that contained statements of need and goals, but did not .contaiir objec- 
tives. This combination occurred most frequently in speech (13 percent). 
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PERCEltT OF STATE/SPECIAL FACILITY. lEPs* CONTAINING VARIOUS COMBINATIONS 
OF IfEED STATEMENTS, GOALS » AND OBJECTIVES IN SELECTED FUNCTIONAL AREAS * 











Combinations-^ 





Academic or . 
* Functional Area 


i ' ' 
Needs, 
Goals, and 
Objectives 


Needs 

and 
Goals 
Only 


■i 

Needs and 
Object*ives 
Only 


Needs 
Only 


Goals and 
Objectives" 
Only 


Goals 
Only 


7— 

Objectives 
Only 


Totals-^ 








/ 

i 

Rbading or Oral or 
written English 


52 


4 


2 


8 


22 


5 


• 7 


100 


Mathemat^ics 


44 


4 


. • 2 


5 


"30 


4 


10 


100 


Social adaptat^n 


34 


10 


5 


13 


26 


8 


5 


100 ^ 




43" . • 


5 


3 


9 


■ , 28 


9 


3 


lOfi 

I- V V 


Physical education 


18 


I 




4 


' ■ 40 


14 


20 


100 


Motor skills 


42 


'4 


3 


,5 


28 


11 


6 


100 


Speech 


39 


13 


3 


16 i 


i8 


4 


• . 7 


100 


Visual' acuity 


\ 5. ■ 


2 , 


/ 2 


33 


16 


30 


12 


100 


H(*ari ng 


12 


5 


2 ■ 


43 


17 


8 


14 


100 


Vocational/ 
Prevoration,il 


16 


6 


. 3 


• 

8 


48 


13 


7 


100 


1 « 





Percents for each academic/functional area are based on the number of lEPs with at least one of the 
thfee information items in that area (i.e., a need^ goal, or objective). ' -V 

Detail may not add to total because of rounding.. 
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The third columd in Table 7.1 (ffee^ds anfd' Objectives Only) presents the 

• proportion of lEPs in e^ach academic/functional area tt^at ^ contained statements 

of need and* short-te nn objectives, b^t- no goals. The percents shown in this 

, column are low, i,e*, all five "percent^or less^ 

The findings presented in the fourth column (Needs Only) 'reflect the . 

: f : - ' ' i ^ . 

4 perceats of lEPs that contained only need statements^ -The percent of lEPs 

that contain n^e^ statemeat;s, but Qo goals or objectives, is rather high in 

vlsioa and hearing: 33 percent and 43'percentj respectively. However, these' 

two functtonal areas may operate sopewhat differently than the other areas. 

While vision and he'Sxing deficits may be indcated in lEPs, it may not always 

appropriate to link educational goals an'cl objectives to the deficit. 

Including a statement about the . deficit provides in^formatlon that special 

^ arrangements may be in order, but may not show up as goals and objectives in 
visioa or hearing, Rather'^p they may show, up in an academic area, like speech, 
or for that matter, in any area wherein the student needs s'pecial help as a 
result of the deficit. Other areas with tleeds, but no goals or objectives, in 

* more thaa lO ^ercient of the lEPs, were speech (16 percent) and social adapta- 
tion (13 percent), ^ ' \ - . 

The remaining thifee columns in Table 7.1 present findings pertinent to 

' ■ J 

academic and* functional areas for which lEPs contained goals and/or objectives 

without an indication of aeed- These results show that the pattern of i^ot 

' linking goals and objectives generally holds in. those lEPs ttiiat did not contain 

information denotiag a need or weakaess. The '^best*' case for this group is to . 

have both a goal and objective in the same area- This bjest case occurred most 

' often in the area of vocational /pre vocational where 48 percent of the lEPs 

that had aC least one need, goal, or objective' in this area had a goal(s) and 

^ , obj.eotive(s) , but no .indication, of need. The besj: eas,e occurned in more than 

20 percent of the_ State/Special Facility f^r 7 of the 1& areas. ' 

^ ^ la order to gain some insight int(\ th^ degree of informativeness omKF^ 

. in, the Basic Survey 'dnd'State/Special Facility populations, distributTor^vfere 

compared for two columns, of Table 7.^1: needs, goals^ and objectives; and 

needs only. (See Appendix Table G.2.) Needs^ goals, and objectives were 

i^icluded in a greater percant of lEPs in the State/Special Facility (Sopulation 

than. in the Basic Survey population for 4 of the JLO'. ajc^as ; social adaptation, 

\ self-help skills, motor skills, and visual acuiij?. Needs only were found in. a 

' gteatei^ percent of lEPs in the Ba&ic Survey population than in the State/Spe.cial 
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Facility population for 4 of the 10 areas; mathematics^ ^social adaptation^ 
self-help skills, and motor skills^ . « 

^ While not conclusive, the above results suggest that lEP? developed for 
Students in the^ State/ Special Facility population may l^e informative and 
iatemafly* consistent more often ^ban those developed for students in the 
Basic Survey population. lit terms of linking educational needs with ^spiecial 
'education prograo^ through anniial goals and objectives > it appears that those 
^who^are inv/ilved in designing State/SpeciaKFacility lE^ formats and in devel-' 
oping State/Special Facility IEPs*m|y be a little ahead of those involved^ with 
these processes in^ the Basic Survey population, especially those in regu].ar 
schools. 'This may well be due to the presence in state/special facilities and 
special * schools ,of a greater proportion of staff .with training in spetlal 
educ^tio'if ^hd/or Evaluation. In spitS& of thiSj the frequency with which lEPs 
in both the Basic Survey and State/Special Facility populations were found to^ 
lack informativeness with respect to consistency between needs statements; 
goals ^ and objectives was unexpectedv ^ t ' - ^ 

* * 

n. AfiDITIdHAI- IN50IJMATI0N 'RELATED TO THE IKFORMATIVENESS 
AND INTERNAL. CONSISTENCY OF STATE/SPECIAL FACILITY lEPs 

While *other chapters in this volume present findings regarding discrete 

portions of lEP^ and discrete factors* regarding lEPs^ no particular attempt 
/ ^ > " , " 

ha^ been made to prpvide a^ global view of the documents. In an attempt to 

provide such a viewj an exploratory investigation was conducted to categorize 

lEPs a-ccord^ag to the degree of informativeness and itlternal consistency. The 

methodology of this investigation are presented in detail in Appendix G of ' 

Volume III. The investigation findings for the State/Special Facility Substudy 

^are presented *Xn Appendix G of this volume^ These findings stArongly support 

the findings reported in Section I above. , ^ 

' ■ . .III. SUMMARY ' / 

* 

The relationship between statements of need^ goals^ aad objectives ^was 
studied for 1-0 'of the 13 academic and functicfnal areas. It was found thkt 
many State/Special Facility lEPs* lacked informativeness and internal consis- 
tency in that the need statements they contained, were not accompanied by ^ 



associated 'goal statedeots and shorftenn objectiyes. , The are^^of reading/ * 
EngLish^njost often Contained 'all three statements. Fifty-two percent of the 
lEPs that had at least* one of the infonnation items in this area had all 
three* Mathematics^ self-help skills^ and motor*skills Vere th?only other 
three axeas that were '*Co[nplete" in over 40 percent of the State/Special 
Facility lEPs for ^)hi,ch' tliey were applicable. * 

In several academic/ functional areas relatively large percentages of 
State/S[^cial Facility lEPs contained need statements witho*ut related goals 
anji objectives. These percents ranged over academic/functional ar^as from a 
low of 4 to a high of 43. Also^ many State/Special Facility lEPs contained 
goal statements .without related statements of need and/or objectives, and many 

^^ntained objectives without one or both of the other two comV^pents* lEPs 
that contained needs only, goals only, or objectives only must be considered 
tcr be lacking in inf ormativeness and internal consistency. Comparisons^ of 

' S^te/Special Facility lEPs and Basic Survey lEPs suggested that State/Special 
FwRity lEPs may be informative and internally consistent more often; however 
title frequency with which lEPs in* both the Basic Survey and State/Special 
Facility populations were found to lack informativeness with respect to con- 
sistency between needs statements , goals , and ob-jectives was unexpectedly 
high. 
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Chapter & 



Summary, Coaclusions, and Implications 

" " * f 

This chapter consists of two sections ; the first summa rizes the major 

findings of the State/Special Facility Substudy and the second lists some 

9^nclusions and implications of these findings. \' ' ) 

I , SUMMARY 



lEPs and related student and state/special facility information were 
collectetf and aaalyzed for a national sample of students, ages 3-21, who wer^ 
enrolled in non^L£A*administered state/special facilities on 1 December 1978. 
Trained survey specialists visited each of 71 sample facilities and; (a^ se- 
lected a, sample of about eight ^students from each, facility, (b) photocopied, 
and deleted any personally identifiable. information that was contained in, xhe 
lEP of each selected student; and (c) distributed, collected, and field-edited 
the two questionnaires designed to ob^in related informati<;n about each of 
tlie 550 students in the sample and the 71 state/special facilities in which 
they were enrolled. W - 

All collected lEPs and questionnaires were returned to RTI where they 
were entered into a receipt and control system for further processing. The 
properties and contents of each lEP were described at RTI through the appl^ 
cation of an lEP Evaluation Checklist, thus generating a set of coded re- ' 
sponses for each lEP. The coded checklist forms and questionnaire items were 
edited manually, keyed into machine-readable files, machine-edited, weighted 
propeirly, and formatted for subsequent analyses. 

Analyses of these State/Special Facility Substudy data focused on ten ^ 
general questions that were developed jointly by BEH staff and the RTI project 
teaib^ These questions and a summary of their answers are presented below. 
Answers to the tenth question, which concer^dif ferences in findings between 
the State/Special Facility and Basic Survey populationsr, are presented in 
appropriate parts of responses to the other nine questions and then summarized 
together in a separate section. 

The descriptive measures used to answer these questions are estiipates of 
populatioh 'Parameters that were computed from the weighted sample data' The 



estimated^stanclard errars associated with these population estimates were also 

computed and reported. " * * ^ 

■ + ■ 

A. , Wb^t ar^ the Characteristics of the Students who Ha7e lEFs and are 

TT^^ ^T^^ T 

Enrolled in Statef/Spe'oial facilities^ ahd of the Facilities in Vhich 

they are Enr6Iled?^ v^.^ v ? \ * 

1. St'udehts * * ■ 

About IBB, 00*0 handicapped students,, ages 3^21, were estimated to be 

■ + ' _ 

enrolled and receiving special education services in eligible state/special 
facilities on 1 December 1978. Approximately "93 gercent of these students had 

lEPs. . ^ ' \ , / : 

Most^ of the" handicapped studepts in state/special facilities received 
their special education in uitgraded- classes^ while very few of the Basic 
Survey students were served in ungraded classes. 

Students in state/ special faci llties we te fairly evenly distributed 
across" the 6-12,^ 13^,15, and 16-21 ag^, ranges , with a smaller proportion in the 
3-5 age range> This differed from t|ie Basic Survey "in^hat two-thirds of the 
Basic Survey students were in the 6-12, age range. 

Eighty-three percent of the State/Special Facility students were white ^ 
not Hispaaic-(as compared to 75 percent in the Basic Survey), Thirteen per- 
cent were black-* Fifty-one percent of the State/Special Facility students (as 
'compared to . t6> percent in the Basic Survey) had ttiultiple handicaps. At least 
one handicapping .condition for about half of the state/special facility students 
was mental retardation;. 18 percent ^re ^learning disabled; ^8 percent were 
emotionally dia^turbed; 39 percei^t were speech impaired; and 22 percent were 
deaf or hard of hearing.. : . 

Fifty-eigh^. percent af the state/ special facility students (as compared 
with 13 percent in th^ Basic Survey) had severe " handicaps , 36 percent had 
moderate handicaps, and. 16 percent (as compared with 51 percent in the Basic 
Survey) had mild handicaps ^ 

2. ^ Facilities . ^ s 
^ About-half of the st^tre/special facilities were state operated or 

state supported. 'Almost oiie-third provided educational services only/^ almost , 
half -provided day care or residential treatment; ''that included educational 
services/ Most of the facilites (64 percent) had 4' fotal enrollm^t of less 
than 50\atudents . Orrly seven percent had a tot^H enrollment of 201 or more. 



Two-thirds of the" facilities yere ".accredited by th,6 S^A; one-half Oere 
supervdlsed by the^'^sX^ and, one-tfeird^ were a part of, or supervised by, a 
public school system. -"^^ ^. '^^ , 

Most (71 percent^- of. the facilities prepared lEPs primarily to meet the" , 
requirements of P.L, 9A-142. ,flany facilities prepared" lEPs with the Intention . 
of also meeting the re<^uir^ents of other J^avs ,or mandates (e.g,, P.L. 89-313).- 

What Do -State/Special facility IgPs Look" Like.? ^ ^ ^ ^ 

State/Special Facility lEPs had an average (mean) length of eight'pages; 
however, about 'half of all lEPs consisted of 'five^ pages or less.' This mean 
length was greater than t^atr for Basic Survey lEPs. HowjSver, while the mean 
length was greater than^ that fqr lEPs in regular schools, it was not greater 
than that for special scffools. As in the Basic Survey, the majority of State/' 
Special Facility lEPs were handwritten ^nd virtually all were reasonably easy 
to read. . * ^ , ■ ' ' 

Formats .for ^^ate/^'pecial Facility lEPs' contained headings for a variety 
of information areas . Most' of these headings were related to information 
which, although not required by P.L. 94-142, was important to understanding 
the 3tudent*s special needs; interests, and planned program. As for Basic 
Survey^ lEPs, headings fcjr the mandated information areas, as well as for $ome ^ 
of the more important ^nonmandated areas , were found less frequen^tly than 
expected. ^, ^ - ' 

Formats for about 40 percent of the State/Sp^ial Facility lEPs tended to 
restrict the aumb'er of annual goals that could te listed, and almost 20 percentX 
■had a similar restriction fOr ^short-^term object^ives. However, State/Special 
^cility lEPs were less restrictive than Basic Survey lEPs for both annual 
goals and short-term objectives, ' S 

As in the Basic Survey 'pppulation, -tme formats "of about half 6f the 
State/Special Facility lEPs were such that parental approval was intended for 
the entire lEP. However, (nearly 40 percent of the State/Special Facility lEPs 
did not have "a f ormatted^ocation for parental approval. This was s;.gnif icantly 
greater than for Basic Su^ey lEPs* 

As in the Basic Survey population,- virtually all State/Special Facility 
lEPs consisted of a single documenjt. The remaining two percent of the State/ 
Special Facility lEPs consisted of additional separate documents that' were 
prepared by different teachers or service sources. Three percent of the lEPs 



qoQsisted of multiple documents that were eitber prepared by different teachers 
or service sources, or prepared as , separate placement and implementation 
plans, ' ■* ^ 

C* What Kinds of Infoymatlon Do State/Special Facility lEPs Contain? . 

State/Special Facility lEPs generally contained the kinds of infotmatiori 
that were solicited through the headings in the lEP formats. That is*, there 
was,^ds in Basic Survey lEts, a strong and direct relationship between the 
inclusion of a heading in the lEP fonaat and- thq^rovi^ioo of the information 
in the lEP*' ' . . 

. Oaly-^jj^t one-thl^d of the State/Special facility lEPs contained of 
the 11 information items that they are required to contain as per Seption 952 
o£ P,L. 9A-142; about three-fourths contained 10 of* the 11 mandated items, and 
90 percent ^ntained 7 of the 11 items. Information across U>£ 11 mandated $ 
items ,was included in State/Special Facility and Basic Survey lEPs with about 
ths same frequency, * . 

As i.n the Basic Survey, virtually all of the lEPs contained information 
about the specific educational services ta be provided and the projected ^ 
initiatioa date and anticipated duration of such services . The %wo mandated 
informa^on areas that were included lieast frequently in both State/Special 
Facility and Basic Survey lEPs were (l), proposed evaluation criteria and (2) a . 
statement of 'the extent*of participation in the regular educati<m program. 
Information regarding, extent of participation in regular education programs 
was included more often in Basic Survey lEPs, and proposed evaluation criteria 
were included more ofted in State/Special Facility lEPs- 

Only two percent of the State/Special Facility lEPs did not contain 
annual goals, and only eight percent did not contain shorttterm objectives. 
State/Special Facility lEPs that had a^ least one goal statement had an average 
of 11 and a^median of 6.5 arinual goals. State/Special Facility lEPs contained 
inore annual go.als than Basic Survey lEPs, Which had an average of 6 and a 
median of 3.2 annual goals. }Iowever, while, the lEPs of students in^state/ 
special facilities contained more goals than those for students in regular 
schools they did not contain more t-han those for students in special schools- 

For State/Special Facility lEPs with at least one objective, the mean 
number of objectives was 58, with a median of 25^ lEPs developed for students 
in state/special facilit;ie5 contained more objectives than tho^e develope'd for 



students in t^e Basic Survey- population, which had a mean of 26 and a median ' 
of 11. The mean number of obj ectives in State/Special Facility lEPs was 
greater th%a that in either regular schools or special schools . As in the 
Basic Survey, the majority (about two**thirds) of objectives listed in lEPs' 
♦ were not necessarily '* short-term" since > b^^ed on evidence, in the lEP, the 
objectives were to be worked ^oti throughout the full year. 

As in the Basic Survey, State/Special. Facility lEPs contained considerable 
aoQiaandated information. Included in this category were : basic student 
descriptors (age and, type of ^liandicap) ; information about the student's assess- 
ment / placement > general educational background y and proposed program of 
special services; and some documentation of the princess {^hereby the student's 
lEP was developed^ approved) and reviewed. 

\ 

D. How Is Information Presented In State/Special Facility lEPs? 

Though not required by the Act > over one-tfourth of the State/Special ^ 
i^acility^ lEPs that contained at least some present-level-of-performance infoi;- 
mati<5n also contained at least some suppbrting data .(e,g,, test scores). 
Present-level-of-performance inforfaation for each of at least three academic 
or functional areas was contained in 66 peircent of the State/Special Facility 
lEPs 4 Ten percent included the 'date of the assessment of present level of 
performance. Supporting data and the d^te of assessment appeared more fte* 
quently in Basic Survey lEPs than in State/Special Facility 'lEPs, but infor- 
mation for at least- three academic or functional areas was included in more 
State/Special Facility lEPs,. ■ ^ 

*A small percent JS) of the State/Special Facility lEPs contained ^ priori- 
tized listing of goals instead of a sititple listing. This additional refinement 
which is not required by P.L. 94-142, occurred with about the same frequency 
in State/Special Facility and Basic Surirey, lEPs. ^ . 

About, two-thirds of the State/Special Facility lEPs contained at least 
one objective that was written in measurable terms or otherwise included 
criteria for evaluating whether the objective was met. Approximately kk 
percent of the objectives listed in an "ayerage" lEP were-written in measurable 
terms or otherwise , included evaluation criteria . There ware no signif icanj^^ 
differeiKres in this information about short-term objectives between the State/ 
Special Facility and Basic Survey populations. 



.^ As for the Basrf Su'rveVi in pWctically; all State/Special Facility lEPs^ 
the ;speOif ic\ educatipo;ar- ^dryices ttf be provided were stated in^ or iHrferrea 
fromV ^nnii^l goals ^arld^St short-term objectives, Also^ as in the Basic Survey^ 
the pr'ojected da-tes'.fgr initiation of specific services and the anticipated 
duration of suCh\sQrvices usually were stated'in reasonably precise terms, 

4 As ^n the Basic Survey^ information about proposed evaluatioa procedures, 
criteria, and schedules' (including assurances of at least an annual evaluation) 
generally was^^ot jfjlearly stated^ For the most part, information in these 
areas ha<t to inferred from short-term objectives (which often were unclear). 
Beginning and end-of -treatment dates also often had to be used to make infer* 

4 

ences about evaluation schedules and assurances of an annual evalHatiOn, 

E« Who Participates in the Developpient and Approval of State/Special 
Facility lEPs? 

Based on information from the lEPs, a wide range of school ,personneIi were 
involved id the development and approval of State/Special Facility lEPs < 
Since P>L< 94-^142 does no^t require that lEPs contain either a listing or 
signatures of participants , these findings pay not reflect all those who 
actually participated in the development of lEPs, These data, -however^ pro- 
vide 3 relatively good indicator of the types of'personnel i^ivolved. 

Over 70 percent "of the State/Special Fa-cility lEPs listed at least oae 
participant, and about two-^thirds of them contained at least one si^gnature. 
The average' nupb^r of participants on lEPs that listed at least one partici- 
pant was 4<i^ a similar statrlstic for signers was '3^3, 

A significantly greater percent of lEPs in the Basic Survey population 

listed at least one participant and included ^t l^ast one signature than in 

the State/Special Facility population. However, there were no statistically 

significant differences between the State /Special Facility and Basic Survey 

+ ^ 

populations in . the ' mean numbers of participants and sigaers for lEPs with at 
least one participant or si|n^r. 

Sixty-two ' percent o^ the State/Special Facility lEPs listed at least one 
teacher or therapist as a participant and 43 percent were signed by at least 
one person in this category. Adminia-trative personnel were indicated as 
participants in 36 percent of the l£Ps and as signers in 31 percent. (These,, 
per cents for admlaistrative personnel are probably underestimates in tfiaX 
persons with other specific titles^ K-S- } counselors, might have served on lEP 
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committees as LEA aclministrative representatives . ) Thi rty percerxV! of the 
State/Special Facility lEPs had a representative from both of tbesj^\categories 
(teachers or therapists^ and admini^strative personnel) listed a^/participants> 
and 20 perc^t had representatives from both groups listed ^9^^ ^i'^ers. Ancil- 
lary personnel (e.g.^ school psychologists > counselors^ and *so'cl^l workers) 
w^e listed as ^participants in 14 percent of the I££^s> and as^signers in 9 
percent,, 

'All three cate^^ories Qf p&rsonnel — teacher or therapist^ administrative; 
and ancillary personnel — were listed in a larger percentage of Basic Survey 
lEPs ,than State/Special Facility lEPs. However^^for all lEPs with atleast 
one participant listed* there were no significant differences^ between the 
Basic Survey and State/Special Facility populations in the rae^n numbers of 
participants by category-of personnel. 

^Information in lEPs indicated that parents (or guardians or surrogates) 
participated in developing 50 percent of the State/Specia^ Facility lEPs and 
that they signed 48 percent of them. Supplementary i^nformation obtained 
directly from the teachers most knowledgeable about the student's lEP indi^ 
cated tliat 80 percent^ of the parents signed and/o^ verbally approved State/ 
Special Fa<;ility lEPs ai^ that fewer than one percent refused to approve an 
IEP because they considered the lEP to be inappropri-ate. Teachers also indi" 
catjed the following about ' parent participation: 83 percent discussed the 
completed I£P with school personnel; 66 percent met with the lEP committee to 
discuss the^^4^eloped lEP; and 60 percent provided inputs to the lEP cQmroittee 
during development of the lEP. Results were generally similar for parental 
participation in State/Special Facilit^and Basic Survey lEPs. 

Students were rarely listed in the State/Special Facility lEPs as partici- 
paots or signers. Teachers^ on the other hand* stated ^^^^ 21 percent of 
haii^icapped studeote. had discussed their lEPs with school personnel and that 
11 percent provided input during the lEP process. Results were generally 

t 4 

Similar for student participation in State/Special Facility and Basic Survey 
lEPs-' ■ . ^ ^ * 

Just over one-fifth of all State/Special Facility lEPs had all three of • 
the mandated categories (teachers ^ LEA' administrative representatives > and 
parents or guardians) listed 3S participants^ while 14 percent had them listed 
as signers. More lEPs in the Basic Survey population than in the State/Special 



r 
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Facility populatioa listed at least one representative from the three mandated 
catego^es as participants ^nd signers. 



F. What Types of'Special Education and Related Services are Specified 

la State/Special Facility lEPs? ^ . ^ 

The special education services specified in lEPs were described in tenns 
of 13 different academic aad functional areas: (1) reading (or oral or written* 
English); (2) mathematics; (3) other academic; (4) social adaptation; (5) self- 
- help skills; (6) emotional; (7) physical education; (S) motor skills; (9) speech;' 
' (10) visual acuity; *(11) hearing; (12) vocational/prevocational; and (13) other- 
^Approximately 60 percent of State/Special Facility lEPs provided informa'- 
txon' about the present level of functioning in t&e .academic areas of reading/ 
English and "other academic.** Fifty percent of the lEfPs specified the infor^ 
■nation in soci'al adaptation and 42 percent in mathematics. Present-level-^of-^ 
functioning information was specified for motor skills in 39 percent of the 
lEPs and for spe€;ch and self-help skills in 31 percent* 'None of tjfcie remaining 
academic or functional areas had level-of-^functioning data specified in more 
than 20 percent of the State/Special Facility lEPs. For 6 of the 13 academic/ 
functional areas, the frequency with which level-of-functioning information 
was found' in lEPs prepared in state/special facilities and special schools was 
greater than in lEPs prepared in regular schools. 

Although assessment information was most often expressed as statements of 
needs, many of the State/Special Facility lEPs also included statements of 
strengths. In general, statements of bo^h needs and strengths were found more 
frequently in lEPs prepared in ,state/special facilities and special schot^ls 
than in lEPs prej^aredi^^n regular schools* 

Using statements , of goals and/or objectives as indicators of the kinds of 
educational programming a stu'dent wafe to have received, State/Special Facility 
lEPs across the nation reflected educational programming in all 13 academic/ 
functional areas. The extent to which State/Special Facility lEPs contained 
educational programming* in each of these 13 areas generally ^followed a pattern, 
similar to that stated above for the provision of assessment services, except 
that the percent of lEFs that indicated educational programming was lower in 
most academic/functional areas than the-percent for which an assessment, service 
,wafe indicated. , As for the^ Basic Survey, such diffetences were expected because 
many lEPs contained assessment information that reflected only strengths in 
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certain academic/functional areas, thus precluding a need for special educa- 
tional programming. In a majority of the 13 functional areas, a greater 
proportion of lEPs in state/special facilities and special schools. contained 
at least one annual goal and one short*term objective than did lEPs in regular 
schools. 

Thirty-five percent of the State/Special Facility lEPs listed one or more 
of the following related services (services are listed in descending order 
according to frjequency of occurrence) : transportation; counseling; psycho - " 
logical services ; audio logy; physical therapy; recreation; and occupational 
therapy. Seventeen percent of the State/Special Facility lEPs listed only one 
related service, 6 percent listed two related services, ajid the remaining 12 
pe^ent listed three or more related services. 

A significantly larger percent^of the State/Special Facility lEPs speci- 
fied the provision of one or more related services than did the Basic Survey 
IEPs» Transportation ^as the most frequently listed related service in stiate/ 
special facilities, regula/ schools, and special schools. 

G* How. Informative and Internally Consistent are lEPg? 

Based on a global view of the lEP document"!; about 27 percent of the lEPs 
were informative and internally consistent, while 79^ percent generally met 
most of the requirements of the Act. Only five percent of these documents 
were considered to be exceptionally informative and internally consistent. 
Results for " State/Special Facility and Basic Survey lEPs wer^ generally 
similar, although there were more informative and internally consistent lEPs 
in the Basic Survey. 

As in the Basic Survey, the two major shortcomings of State/Special 
Facility lEPs with respect to informativeness and interna^ consistency were 
the failure (1) to include all mandated information items, and (2) to specify 
a direct and identifiable link between areas of need and the services to be 
provided (as reflected by statements of go'als and objectives). ^ 

The first shortcoming was discussed earlier in answer to the study ques- 
tion about the kinds of information contained in lEPs^ Regarding the second 
shortcoming, a significant percent of the lEPs either had statements of needs 
in functional/academic areas for^hich goals and/or objectives, were not in- 
cluded, or they contained goals^and/or objectives- for areas .in which a nee4 
statement was not included. 

. ■ ^ li. ~ ■ 
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The academic area 'of reading (or written or oral language) most often 
contained ill three statements (a need^ at least one related goal> and at 
least one related .objective) ; i.e-, just over one-h^lf of the lEPs that had at 
least one of the three types of statements in this area had all three. Of the 
other nine areas studied^ only three (mathematics^ self*help skills^ and motor 
skills) *ere complete in more than 40 percent of the applicable State/Special 
Facility lEPs. 

^ In several academic/functional areas, relatively large percentages of 
State/Special Facility lEPs contained need statements without related goals or 
objectives, The^e percents ranged over academic/functional areas from a low 
of about 4 percent to a high of 43 percent. Also, many State/Special Facility 
lEPs contained goal .statements without related statements o'f need and/or 
objectives, and many contained objectives without one or both of the other two 
components . 

H, How Do the Types of Special Education Services Specified in State/Special 
Facility lEPs Vary by Selected Student Characteristics? 
Only one analysis was conducted for a type of special education service 
by a student characteristic , The academic and functional areas in which 
educational programming was indicated in an lEP by at least one short*tenn 
objective was analyzed by student age level (ages 3-5> 6-12, 13-15, and 16-21), 

Definite trends across age levels for the distribution of State/Special 
Facility lEPs with at least one short-tenn objective were found in only two 
areas. For ntotor skills, there were fewer lEPs with at least one s^ort-t'erm' 

objective at the older age levels (13-15 and 16-21) than.a€ the younger levels 

, ^ ^ 

(3-5 and 6-12), For' the vocational/prevocational area, the percent of lEPs 
with at least one short-term obj ective , increased as age increased . These 
results were reasonably consistent with those in the Basic Survey population, 

I V How Do the Formats, Contents, Prpperties, and Development Processes of 
lEPs Vary by Selected Student Characteristics? 

Several analyses were conducted for two subpopulations of the State/ 
Special Facili^^populations. These subpopulations were defined as follows: 
st^ent^ age level (age 3-5, 6-12, 13-15, and 16-21); and severity of the 
student handicapping -condition (mild, moderate, and severe). Major findings 
are summarized below, 
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1, Age Levels m * 
There was some suggestion of a pattern of decreasing parent partici- 
pation in the' development of the lEP as student age increased. The reverse 
was true for student participation in the development of IEP> i*e*> stiident 
participation increased as age increased* This was similar in direction to> 
though not as strong as^ the results in the-B^sic Survey population. 

Results suggested that at least one member froi& each of the three man- 
dated categories (parents^ teacher^ and LEA representative) may have -served as 
participants on the JEP Committee of state/ special facility students more 
often at the younger age levels '(3-5 and 6-12) than the older age levels 
(13-15 and 16-21), This is somewhat different from results in the Basic 
Survey population where no differences were found across age groups, ^ 

2. ^ Seventy of ^Handicap 

Results on student participation across mild^ moderate^ and severe 
levels of handicapping condition sXiggested that students with severe levels 
may have' participated more often in the development of their lEPs than stu- 
dents with mild levels. This is somewhat different from the results for the 
Basic Survey population^ in which no significant differences were found across 
severity levels, 

Results from the teacher survey suggested that parent participation might 
be less for parents of students with severe levels than for those with moderate 
levels of handicapping condition, Again^ this was somewhat different from the 
Basic Survey population > for which results suggested the possibility of more 
parent participation a^ the severity level increased. 

Results also suggested that at least one representative from each of the 
three mandated categories may have been represented more oftea In the lEPs of 
the moderately handicapped than the severely handicapped. This result was 
somewhat different from the Basic Survey population^ in which there was the 
suggestion of greater participation of all mandated personnel as the severity 
level increased, 

-* 

Interpretation of these ' findings ^should take into consideration the 
possibility that the reliability of the , estimates of severity of students' 
handicaps was attenuated by the fact that these estimates were provided by 
special education teachers who might have used their own frame of reference in 
making these judgements. 

4* 
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J. How Do tbe Answers to the Questions B'l Above Differ for Students in 

Basic Survey Schools (Regular and Special) and State/Special Facilities? 
As was indicated in the answers to questions B-I, there were' several 

reasonably important ways in which State/Special Facility lEPs differed frora 

lEPs develoffed in regular schools and special" schools in the Basic Survey. 

These, differences are listed below- 

+ 

1) State/Special Facility lEPs were longer ttian Basic Survey IEPs> as 
\ well as regular school- lEPs; however^ they were npt^longer than 
* special school lE^s* ' \^ * _ 

' 2) State/Special Facility lEPs less often than Basic Survey lEPs had 
formats vhlch tended ta ^restrict , the number of annual goals and 
short-teoD objectives which could belisted. 
3) State/Special Facility lEPs contained more annual goals than" Basic 
Survey and regular school lEPs, but not raore than special school 
' lEPa. ' ' 
A) State/Special Facility lEPs contained more short-term objectives 
^ than Basic Surve^y^ regular schoiri> and special sc&ool lEPs. 

5) State/Special Facility lEPs contained present-level-of-f unctioning 
information (for both needs and strengths) more often. than Basic 
Survey and tegular school lEPs in 6 of the 13 academic/functional 
areas. Ko differences in this area were noted between State/Special 
Facility and special school lEPs. 

6) State/Special' Facility lEPs specified the provision of one or motey 
^* related services more often than did Basic Survey lEPs. \ ^ 

7) State/Sp6cial Facility lEPs listed at least one participant and one 
signer less often than Basic Survey IEPs> and fewer State/Special 
Facility lEPs than did Basic Survey lEPs contained a formatted 
location for pareptal approval- 

8) State/Special Facility lEPs less often than Basic Survey lEPs listed 
at least one participant from any of the following three categories 

^ of personnel: * teachers, administrators, and ancillary (service) ^ 

^ personnel* (It' should be noted, however, ^that for lEPs with at 

least one participant or signer, there were no diffei^flftces in the 
mean number of participants and signers for State/Special Facility 
and Basic Survey lEPy.) 
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9) State/^ecial Facility lEPs less often than Basic Survey I5gs listed 
at least one participant from all thi:ee of th^ categolrie^ 'mandated * 
by P.L. 94-142; ' i -e. > teacher^ LEA administra'tive representative > . 
and^ parent. . ^* 



II. CONCLUSIONS ^AND IMPLICATIONS 

f * . I 

As wtth^the Basic Sutv^^ the findings of the State/Si)ecial Facility 

Substudy provide a description bf special education programs in state/special 

^ ' ^ , ' % 

facilities during' the early stages of meeting the lEP ^requirement* of 

f. 

P.L. 94rl42/^ These results indicate that state/special facilities appeared to 
have msde a 'g«od start toward full implementation of Khe lEP mandate of 
P*L, 94-142> as have^chorts in the Basic Survey. In the second school year 
following the effective date ^f the lEP requlrement> about 93 percent ^>f the 
students receiving special education and related service's in state/ spe<^al 

.facilities had an lEP. About three-fourths -of the State/Special Facility lEPs 
contained 10 of the IT mandated information ltems> and nearly. 30 percent of 
them were considered to be at least reasonably complete and internally consis* 
tent. Many State/Special Facility lEPs contained noomandated information 
that generally made them mor£ complete. 'A, variety of services were specified 
in the lEPs^ ai^d a wid^ ^range of personnel were involved in the development 
and approval of the^6 documents* Including a significant proportion, of parents 
(guardians/ surrogated) 

On the other hand^ as in the Basic Survey* only ^ very small percentage* 
of the State/Special Facility lEPs were considered to be c<?rnplete and inter* 
. nally consistent documents in that a significant proportion, did not contain: 
(a) all o£ the matidated information Items* and/or (b^ a direct link between 
areas of need and thitf^servlces to be provided^ as reflected by the annual 

'goals*and sh^t*term, objective. Even under the^ generous criteria used in the 
study* only about. one-third of the State/Special Facility lEPs contained all 
the information mandated by P.L. 94-142, ^ ^ 

Altl^ough certain difference's were •^oted between State/^ecial Facility 
and Basic Survey lEPs* it can be concluded^ that in general the lEf^s for these 
two populatl(>ns were quite simllam (especially those prepared for students in 
state/special facilities and special schools). Because of this similarity* 
,^he following^two major Implications of the State/SpeciaL Facility Substudy 



8.13 



findings for iiftproving the informativeness and ititernal consistency of State/ 
Special Facility lEPs generally are the same as those reported in Volume ILI 
(Chaptet 9) f<jr. the Basic Survey, 

Firsts it is clea*r that there is a strong relationship between lEP. format 
and contents As a result, more attention to formats, along with some monitor** 
' ing o^ completed documents, should result in a significant improvement iq the 
, informativeness atid internal consistency of the lEFs. For example, I£p formats 
should^ include specific headings- for desired information^ ^nd^J^hese headings 
should be ^ructured to promote internal consistency with respect to linking 
each specific academic/functional area in which a need is indicated to Its 
associated goals and objectives. If the criteria and evaluatioil .procedures 
fox determining whether each short*tarm objective is being achieved are not 
included in the objective (i.e. > the objective is .,not stat,ed in measurably 
terms), headings for this information a^sjo should be' placed so the appropriate 
information can be linked directly to specific objectives, . 

Second, it is relatively clear from the patterns of variability examined 

in the substudy that the persons developing the lEP are a key to the quality 

* * 

of the document. The importance of the training of the professionals respon* 
sible for educational programming and/or lEF development is certainly a major 
implic4tion of the findings ot the national survey. Substudy findings indicate 
that such training should focus on itDproving the internal consistency of lEPs, 
and on specifying evaluation procedures . and criteria for determining the 
achievement of objectives, stated either as separate entities or as part of 
the statements of objectives. 

In -terms of linking^ educational needs 'with special education programs 
through annual goals and objectives, it appears that those who are involved in 
designing State/Special Facility lEP formats and in developing State/Sge 
Facility lEPs may be a little ahead of those involved with these processes in 
•the, B^sic Survey population, especially those in regular schools. This well 
may be due to the^presence in state/special facilities and special schools' of 
a , greater proportion of staff with training in special education and/or 
evaluation. 

As with the findings j^f the Basic Survey, the results' reported in this 
voliine for the State/Special Facility population during the 1978-79 school ♦ 
year, provide an important baseTine for evaluating changes over time in the 
properties and contents of lEP^', for this population, as well as for assessing 
the effectiveness of this new program. u ^ 1 \ 
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V ' \ , \ Appendix A 

RELATIONSHIPS BETWEEN: INSXRUMEMT ITEMS AND QUESTIONS ADDRESSED 
BY THE STATE/SPECIAL FACILITY' SUBSTUDY OF THE lEP SURVEY 



Questiong to be Addressed for State/Special Facility lEPs 



Related 
Questionnaire 

leeros^^ 



I, What do lEPs look like? 



1. 
2, 
3- 

5, 
6, 



.How (oany pages do they contain? 

What proportion are legible and , reasonably easy^JU) read? 

What types of information t^eadiags do they contain? 

What proportion of lEPs have formats that limi?t the muQber of annual 
goals or short-tenn objectives? 

What proportion jof, lEPs have'^^ormats tl\dt restrict par^ental approval 
to ^nly a portion ^f the IBP? 

yhat proportion Ojjf lEPs consist of separate documents prepared: 
'a. By" different tea'chers or sejrvice sofiftrces? 



b. 



For purpolses of placement or implementation? 



EC 1 
EC 2 

EC 3(Col A)' 

EC 2 V 
EC 5 

EC 2 
EC 2 



It. What kinds of information do lEPs contain? 



1. 



What proportion of lEPs co^t^dn mandated information? That is, what 
proportion, contain: 

A statement of st^dent^s present level of functioning? < 



a. 



' b,- Annual goals? 

*^ .Short*tenn objectives?! 



EC 6 (Col A) 
EC 6 (Col E) 
EC 7 (Col A) 



• EC = 'lEP .Evaluation cliecklist; ,&CQ - Student Characteristics Questionnaire; and; SCHQ = School Characteristics 

Questionnaice; SDCQ = School' District,, Characteristics Questionnaire; SFCQ = State/Special Facility Characteristics 

. Questionnaire; SIP - Sample Information Protocol; SP = Level 2 Substudy Protocol; SIR = Sampling Information Record; 
SSLF - Student Listing F^rm;''DRFl = Ditsr-of^Record Form 1; DRF2 '= Data*of-Record Form 2; DRF3 = Data*of-Record 
Form 3; DRF4 - Dat^-of-Record Form 4; ftRS = Multiple Reporting Sheet. 

* . ^ • * ^ - continued - 
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V 



Questions to be Addressed 



Related 
Questionnaire 
I terns 



\ 



2, 
4. 



d. A statement of special e^cation/ related services to be provided? 



A statement of extent of participation in regular program? 
The projected date Tor initiation of services? 
A statement of expected duration of services?- 
Objective evaluation ^criteria? 
Evaluation procedures? 
Evaluation schedule? 

A statement regarding annual revaluation? 



What" is the distribution of lEPs by the number of goal statements 
contained? , - ^ 

_ ^ 

What is ^he distribution of lEPs by the number of short"tenn 
objectives contained? 

What JHToportion of lEPs contain information in all^ 11 of the above 
m^Simted eval^uation dimensions? In 10 of the 11? In 9 of the 11? 
" . . , In only 1 of the 11? 



To what extent do lEPs contain information in addition to that 
Oiandated by Sectii)n 602 of P.L. 94-142? 



IIL 



5. 

How is information presented in lEPs? 



1. 



How are statements regarding the student's' level of functioning 
presented? 



/ 



.12: 



a. With supporting data? 

b. Without^supporting data 

c. riith statement that special education is needed? 

- ' , " ' . * -^^ 

d. Wi-th statement that special education is not needed? 

^ 



EC 3 (Col B" I terns 
13,14,16,27,29,30); 



EC 


10 


EC 


9 


EC 


12 


EC 


13 


EC 


7 


EC, 


14 


EC 


15 


EC 


16 



EC 6 (Col E) 
EC 7 (Col V) 



Items specified 
in EC 1-16 above 



EC 3 (Col B) 



EC 6 

EC 6 A & B 
EC 6 A ■ 
EC 6 C 
EC 6 D 



continued 



Questions to be Addressed 



Related 
'Questionnaire 
Items 



2. Kow are annual toal stStemeats presented? 
a. With statement of expected behavior? 

Without statement of expecte4^ behavior? 

3. How are short-term objectives presented? 

> a. With/without logical statement of expected behavior? 
^ b,, Ih specific time frames? 

4. How are^ s.tatertents of services presented? ; • 
a. A placement recomme^ndation? * 

, b. Services to be provided? ^ 
c • Personnel responsible ' for services? 
d. Annual goals and/or short-term objectives? 

Recommended instructional materials, resources, strategies, 
or .techniques? 

5* ^ How are dates regarding the initiation of services presented? 

a. Explicitly? 
^ b • .Implicitly? 

c. Insufficiently? 
6. How are the statements regarding the ^juration oi services presented? 

a. Explicitly? 

b. Implicitly? ' / 

c. "As long as needed"? 

d. Insufficiently? 



EC 6 E '& F 
EC 6 E 

EC 7 A & B/EC 7 A 
EC 8 

EC 3 (Col B), 13 

EC 3 (Col B), 14 

EC 3 (Col B), 16' 

EC 3 (Col B), 27 
and '2^ 

EC 3 (Col B), 30 

EC 12 1 

EC 12 2 & 3. 

EC 12 4 

EC 13 1 
EC 13 2-& 3 
EC 13 4 
EC 13 5 



continued 
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Questions to be Addressed 


Related 
.Questionnaire 
Items 










How are evaluation statements presented? 


4 

T 








a. Procedures eXplicit/iniplicit/cannot be determined? ' 


EC^ 
EC 


1 y 1 c 

LH 1 & 2; 

U 3/EC -14 \, 






o. Schedules eXplicit/implicit/ cannot oe deteannined? j 

' • . ^ : \ ( 


ll 
EC 


15 4 




8. 


How many objectives are present^ed in terms ot an annual evaluation? 




* 






a. Some? ' " ^ ' 


EC 


16 2 / 






t. All? 

c. Kone? , * 


EC 
EC 


16 1 
16 3 






d. Cannot be determined. 

i 


EC 


16 




9. 


What proportion of lEPs contain a statement of the rationale for^ 
the student not participating in the regular program? 


EC 


11 


IV. 


Who participates in the development and approval of lEPs? 






* 


1. 


What is the frequency distribution of lEPs by the number of signatures 
they contain, and by the titled of the signers (e.g.j teactters, 
parents , pr incipals > counselors > psychologists , students)? 


EC 


<< 

* 

(Col B) 




2. 


What is the frequency distribution of lEPs by the number and titles of 
personnel listed on the IE? as having participated in the lEP process? 


EC 


(Col A) 




3. 


For what proportion of lEPs did parents particifJate in the lEP 
process? ^ : 


SCQ 






For what proportion of lEPs did students participate in the lEP ' 
process? For what proportion have students discussed their lEPs 
with a teacher, counselor, or other school representative? 


StQ and tth 




5. 


* 

For those lEPs 'in which parental participation was indicated, in 
what proportion of lEPs did parents participate by: ' 










a. Signing the lEP? . 


SCQ ita 


— ** — 




b. Verbally (in person or by telephone) approving the lEP? 


SCQ 



- continued - 



QuestioQ^ to be Addressed 



Related 
Questionnaire 
Items ' 



VI 



c. Refusing to approve the lEP on the basis of their considering 
the lEP inappropriate? 

d. Discussing the completed lEP with a teacher, counselor, or ^ 
other school representative? 

e. Meeting with the lEP cijramittee to discuss the developed lEP? 

f- Participating in the development of the lEP; that is, sitting 
with the lEP committee during the development process and 
provided inputs to the lEP? 

g^. Various combinations of the above? 

* What types of special education and related services are specified in lEPs? 

In what academic and functional areas are specific education services 
provided singularly and in various combinations thereof? 



2. 

6. 
Uow 



What kinds of, and how many related services are provided, 
singularly and in various combinations thereof? 

la what academic and functional areas is thei^e a determination 
that special education is needed/not needed because of the present 
leve 1 of functioning? * ^ 

In what academic and functional areas was supporting data listed 
for present-level^of-^functioning statements? 

In what academlcjand fjinctional areas does a goal statement 
reflect a service which matches a statement of need? 

In what academic and functional areas does an objective reflect 
a service which matclies a goal statement? 

informative and internally consisten t a re lEPs? 

What proportion are internally consistent in that at least one goal 
relates to at least one objective that relates to at least one area 
of indicated need? 



r 



SCQ 4c and EC 5 

SCQ 4d 
SCQ 4e 

SCQ 4f 
SCQ 4 



EC 7 (Cols A S D) 
EC 10 

EC 6 A, C S D 
EC 6 B 

EC 6 C and Ec"6 E 
EC 6 E and EC 7 A 

y 

EC 6 (Cols C S E) 
EC 7 (Col A) 



- cont i nued - 



<Related ^ 
Questionnaire 
Items 



Questions be Addressed 



2- What proportion meet the requirements of four informativepess/ 

internal consistency^ levels? * 
■■^t * ^ * * ^ 

' a< What proportiotj are classified as fncomplete information 
documents? 

♦ ' * + 

b. . What proportion are classified as minimally informative 

documents?* ^ . * ' 

c. What proportion^ate cla'ssified as^ informative and internally 
consistent documents? 

d^ What- proportion are cl^sified as exceptionally informative 
^ ^' and internally consi-stent documents^? 



VII 



What are the characteristics of the students who have lEPs and are enrolled " 
in state/special facilities and of tha facilities in which they are enrolled? 



i 1. 



How are the students who receive special services* distributed by; 

a< Selected facility characteristics (see VII * ^ below)? 

b< Agej grade l-evel^ race > and sex? ^ 

c: Nature, and ^severity of handicapping condition? 

How are the facilities in which students are served distributed by: 



a . 



Type (state supported or state operated)? ' * ^ ^ 
Purpose? 

Si^ of student enrollment? 

Relationship ^to SEA (accredited or supervised b^)? 
Laws or, le^al mandates for wtfich lEPs are written? 



VII r. 



13u 



How do the types of special education services specified irf lEPs vary 
by selected student chairacteristics?* 

I./ How does the answer to question V above vary by student age and 



severity of student handicap? 



.various combinations 
of EC 1-16 ' 



SCFQ - 
SCQ 1 
SCQ 3 

SFCQ r 

SFCQ 2 
SFCQ 5 
.•SFCQ 7 
SF.CQ 8 



EC 7 (Cols A & D)', 
and 10; SCQ la and 3 



- c6ntinif&d - 



1 

^ Questions to be Addressed ' ^ 


Related 
Questionnaire 
Items 


IX. How do the formats, contents, 'properties, and development processes of 
State/special Facility lEPs vary by selected student characteristics? 

1. , How do the aaswers to questions I*VI above vary by student age 
and severity of handicap? 

X. How^do the answers to questions I*VI above differ for- students in Basic 
Survey schools (regular and special) and state/special facilities? 


EC 1-16; 
SCQ la and 3 

EC items in I-VI ' 

m 

f 



' Appendix B 
Supportlnfi Data for Chapter 





Table B.l 



DISTRIBUTION OF STUDENTS WITfl IEPs,^Y GRADE LEVEL AMD SEX 
(In percents, with standard errors noted in parentheses) 



• — T 






Sex 




1 

i 




Gr^de Level 


Ma 


le 


Female 


Total 










11 ^0 6"! 


3.3 (1.8) ; 










1.0 


(fr.4^ j 






\^ * ^ } 




3.4 


(2.3) 


2 


. 0.4 


(0.4) • 


0.1 (0.1) 


.0.5 


(0.4) 


3 ^ ^ 


2.2 


(1.2) 


0.1 (0.1) 


2.3 


(1.2) 


i " 


0.0 


(0.0) . 


0.2 (0.1) 


0.2 


(o'.i) 




0.2 


(0.2) • 


1.6 (1.4) 


1.8 


(1.4) 


i' 6 


1.0 . 


(0.7) 


0.6 (0.6) 


1.7' 


(0.9) 


i . 7 - " . 


3'. 3 


(1.2) 


U2*(0.7) 


4,6 


(1.6)* 


' 8 


1.1 


(0.6) 


1.5 to. 9) 


2.6 


(1.1)' 


. ' 9 


3.5 


(1.9) 


O'.g (0.1) 


3.6 


(1.9) 




1.4 


(0.8) 


1.1 (0.7) 


• 2.4 


(1.0) 


11 


l.i 


(0.9) 


0.0 (0.0) 


1.4 ,(0.9) 1 


1 12 ' 


0.9 


(0.6) . 


0.8 (0.7) 


' 1.7 


(0.9) • 


Y Ungraded/ 
1 Undetermined 


4^.6 


(4.8)* 


23.0 (3.4)* ' 


69.6 0.6)* 


Total 


68.1 


(3.4)* 


31.9. (3.4)"* 


i 

1 



^ Cell has estimated sample size of 25 or more. All other cells have an 
estimated sample si2e of less than 25. 

^ Detail do not total 100 due to rounding error. ** 



'Table B.2 

DISTRIBUTION OF STUDENTS WITH lEPs^, BY AGE LEVEL Atfe SEX 
(In perceots, with standard errors noted in parentpeses) 



p. 

flAge Levels 


Sex 


\ 

Total 


Male 1 Female 


li 3-5 

6-12 ^ 

13-15 

16-21 


5.0 (2.0) 3.1 (1.2)^ 
26.0 (3:7) 11.1 (1.7) 
'18.5 (3.2) 10^,1 (1.9) 
18.6 (2.9) .7.5 (1.9) 


8.1 (3.0) j 
37.2 (3.8)-^ 1 
28.6 (3'. 8) j 
26.1 (3.5) ! 


Total 


68.1 (3.4) ■ 31.9 (3.4) 


100 .t) ; 
-■ ! 



Cell ^as estimated samp^^size of less than 25. 



Detail does not add to total because of roujnding. 



^ Table B.3 * ' 

DISTRIBUTION OF STUDENTS WITH lEPs, BY RACE AND SEX 
(In pe'rceiits,' with standard errors noted in parentheses) 



Race 


Sex 


Total 


> Male Female 


White > Not Hispanic 
; Blacky Not Hispanic 
Hispanic 

• 

American Indian/Alaskan 
Native 

Asian/Pacific Islander^ 


55.4 (4,3) 27.8 (3.4) 

10.0 (2,5) 3.0 (1.0)* 

,2.1 (0:9)* 1.0 (0.6)* 
• 

0.1 (O.lj* 0.0 (0.0)* 
0.6 (0.6)* 0.1 (0.1)* 


83.2 (2.9) 
13,0 (2.9) 
"'3.1 (1.1)* 

0.1 (0.1)* 
0,6 (0.6)* . 


Total . . ' 1 68.2 (1,3)-^ ,31.9 (1-3) ■ -100,0 



a/ 



Cell has estimated sample size of less than 25. 



- Detail does not add to total because of rounding. 



' 4 



1^ 



B.2 



' Table B.4 

DISTRIBUTION OF STUDENTS WITH' lEPs, BY NATURE ' 
AND SEVERITY OF HANDIC^ING CONDITION 
(In percents", with standard errors noted in parentheses) 



Mature of ConditioU 


Severity of Condition 


' • ' 1 
Total 


Mild 




Moderate 


Severe 




ft- 






5.2 


(2. 


6) 


8.1 


(3.1) 


4.4 


(1.8)* 


17.8 ' 


(4.4) 


Learning Disabled 


3.4 


(2 


2)* 


0.6 


(0.4)* 


2.4 


(1.6)* 


6.4 


(3.1)' . 


Efflotiooally Disturbed 


1.5 ^ 


(.1 


2)* 


6.9 


(3.1) 




(1.4)* 


■ 1*1.2 


(4.8) 


Speech Impaired * 


2.3 


(2 


D* 


0.2 


(0.1)* 


0.1 


(p.l)*' 


2.6 


(2.2)* 


Deaf and Hard of Hearing ' 


. 0.0 


(ot 


0)* 


1.3 


. (1.2)* 


4.6 


(1.9-)* 


6.0 


(3.0) 


Visually Handicapped 


0.1 


.(0 


D* 


0.0 


(0.0)* 


0.2 


(0.2)* 


0.4 


(0.^)* 


Orthopedically Impaired 


0.0 


(0 


0)* 


0.3 • 


(or. 2)* 


0.5 


(0.2)* 


0.8 


(0.2)* 


Other Health Impaired 


0.7 


(0. 


5)* 


2.6 


(1.5)* 


0.5 


'(0.3)* 


3.8 


(1.9)* 


1 Multiple Conditions 

1 . 


2>8 


a 


D* 


15.4 


(2.9) 


32.8 


(6.3) ' 


^ 51.0 


(6.0) 


Total 


16.0^^(4. 


7) 


35.6^^(5.4) 


48.5-^(5.8) 


100.0^' 


f 



Cell has estiinated samykk size of less than 25. 

Detail does not add to total because of rounding, 
* * * 

t 



Table B,5 ' 

DISTRIBUTIOH OF STUDENTS WITH lEPs , BY NATURE OF HANDICAPPING CONDITION 



Nature of Condition 



a/ 

Percent- 



Mentally Retarded 
learning Disabled 
Emotionally Disturbed 
Speech Impaired 
Deaf and Hard of^jTearing 
Orthopedically Impaired 
Visually Handicapped 
Other Health Impaired 




50.3 (9.0) 
18.5 (4.3) 
22.8'(6.4) 

59.3 (6.4) 
21.5 (6.'9) 
11.2- (2.6) 

10.4 (2.8) 
10.7 (3.1) 



a/ I ' 

- Percents are based "on the total number of students wit^ lEPs. Percents 
total more than 100 because some students have more than olie handicapping 
condition . 



B.3 ' 



Table 



DISTR'IBUTION OF STUDENTS WITH lEPs , 
BY NUMBER. OF HANDICAPPING CONDITIONS AND TYPE OF SCHOOL 
(In percents, with standard' errors noted in parentheses) 



Number of 

Handicapping Conditions ■— ■ Percent 

1 49.0 (6.0)^ 

2 ,' 29.9 (4.5) 

3 12.1 (2.6) 
' 4 or more * 9.0 (3.3) 

Total ' 100.0 



Table B.7 

' DISTRIBUTION OF FACILITIES BY TYPE OF FACILITY 
(In percents, with standard errors noted in parentheses) 



Type of Facility Percent 

State Operated 14.9 (5.9) 

State Supported, 

But Not-State. Operated 31.$ (9.8) 

Other . ' 53.5 (10,2) 




B.4 



Table B,8, 

PRIMARY PURPOSE OF STATE/SPECIAL FACILITIES 
(Iq perceoCs, with staodapd errors noted in parentheses) 



a/ 

Primary Purpose ; Percent- 



{lesidential treatment that includes educational services 18,1 (8.4) 

Day care treatment that includes educational services 29*1 CJ*7) 

Cay care and residential treatment that includes ^ , 

educational services ' * 9 . 3 (5 . 7) 

Educational services' only 3S,2 (9.7) 

Other ^ ' 8,1 (3,3) 



a/ 



Percents do not total 100 because of rounding. 



Table B.9 



RELATIOifSHIP OF FACILITIES TO THE SEA / 
(In percents, with standard errors noted in parentheses) 



a/ 

Relationship Percent- - 



Accredited by the SEA ' , 66,2 X9,6) 

Supervised by the SEA '49.9 (10*6) 

A part of, or supervised by, a Local * 

public school system ^ 32.8 (10,9) 



a/ 

^ Percents total more than 100 because ^omf^ facilities maintained more than 
one of the relationships^ 
/ 

\ 



B.5 



Table B.IO 

PROPORTION OF FACILITIES THAT- PftEPARED VARIOUS PERCENTAGES OF THEIR lEPs TO 
MEET THE REQUIREMENTS OF VARIOUS LAWS AND MANDATE* 
• (With standard errors in parentheses) 







Law or Mandate 












Percent 


of lEPs 










None 




1- 


25 


25- 


50 


51 


-75 


> 


75 






P.L. 94-142 


19.6 


(8.8) 


0 


e 


(0.8) 


8.1 


(5.5) 


" o: 1 




71.4 


(10.1) 


P.L. 89-313 


50,4 


(10.0) 


10 


4 


(7.5) 


^ 0.8 


(0.7) 


0.1 




38.4 


(9.6) 


* ' 

Title XIX (Intennediate 












V 












Care Facility/Mentally 
























Retarded) 


97.2 


(1.2) 


1 


.5 


(1.0) 


0.3 


(0.3) 


0.1 


(0.1) 


0.9 


(0.5) 


Joint Commission of 
























Accredited Hosptlals 
























' (JCAH) 


95,8 


(1.6^ 


0 


8 


(0.8) 


2.4 


(1.2) 


0.1 


(0.1) 


0.9 


(0.5) 


Vocational Rehabilitation 


86.8 


(6.5) 


4 


1 


(2.5) 


0.1 


(0.1) 


1.6 


(1.6) 


7.4 


(6.0) ' 


Oth'e r 


79.8 


(8.3) 


7 


5 


(6.4) 


0.0 


(0.0) • 


2.6 


(2.6) 


10.1 


(5.3) 




* Appendix C 



Supportiag Data for Chapter 3 



Table C.l 



DISTRIBUTION OF lEPs, BY HUMBER OF PAGES IN THE STATE/ 
SPECIAL FACILITY AND BASIC SURVEY POPULATIONS 
(In percents, with standard errors noted in parentheses) 

' . 



Number Of 



Basxc Survey 



Regular 



Special 



Total 



State 
Facilj^ty 



1 

3 

5- . ^ 
6 

7-10 . - 
11 or greater 



6.2 (1.1) 

24.0 (2.0) 
16.3 (1.6) 

14.1 (1.2) 
12,5 <1.4) 



Ij. (0.7) 
12.8 (1.0) 
,6.8 (1.2) 



1.5 (,1.1)* 
17.5 (4.9) 
11.6*-(3.0) 
13.3 (4.0). 
8.4 (1.7) 
6.8 (2.1) . ' 

22.3 (4.3). 

18.6 (3.7) 



!o (1.0) 

23.7 (2.0) 

16.0 (1.5) 

14.1. (l.p 

12.4. (1.4) 

7.2 (0.7) 
13.2 (1.0) 

7.3 (1.1) 



3.5 (2.3)* 

10.1 (4.4) 

7.3 (3.2) 
16.9(5.1) 

15.8 (3.9) 

5.3 (1.1) 

24.3 (5.2)^ 

16..9 (3.0) 



' Total 



100.0= 



a/ 



lOA 



100.0^^ 



100.0-^ 



Mean Number 
or- Pages , 

\ ETt^anda rd 
Deviation of 
Popftlation . 

Range 6i 
Number 
of Pages ■ 



4.7 (0.2) 7.0 (0.6) 



4.8 (0.2) ' 8-2 (1.2) 



J 



3.9 



1^41 



5.9 



1-47 



4.0 



1-47 



10.9 



1-158 



a/ 



,Cdll has estimated s'ample size of less than. 25. 
Details do not add to total because of rounding. 



J 



4 



Table * ' * ^ 

• ■ • ■• . - 

DISTRIBUTION OF STATE/SPECIAL FACILITY lEPs, 
BY* NUMBER OF PAGE AND STUDEJTT AGE J^VELS 
CIo perceots^ with standard errors noted li^ parentheses) 



Number of 



Student Afee Levels l_ 



Pages ^ i 



3-5 



6-12 



* 13-15 



16-21 



^ Total 
^Ages 3 -2 b 




Total ^ 



Mean Number' 
Of Pages 

Standa^^d 
Deviation Of 
Population 

Range of 
Number 
Of Page^ 



15-9 (11.8)* 2.2 d-61* 3,0 (2.1)* 2,0*(i,4)^ 

6-5'*C5.7)*'^;9 (4:?)* (6-4)* " 8-5 (4-7)* 

ea (C?)* 11.3 (5,6)* 6.6 (3.7)* 2.7 .(0.7^^ 

20,0 (U,0>*'21,3-> (6.6) ' 15.* (7:3)*, .li:0 (7.6)* 

3.5. (2,3)* 15,1 (4.8) n.5 (4.7)* 23.3 (7.5) , 

'l.r (1.2)* -7.4 (2.6)* 4.4 (2.2)*^ ,4.4 (2.3)* 

22.6 (8.9)* 20,4 (6.7) 29. 1^8. 1-3 ' SffiT^ (7-1) 

23.7 (10.2)* 12.4 (3.3)* 15/(3.6)* 23.1 (7.0) 



'■3.5 (2.3)* 



lao.o 




10.1 (4.4) ' 

'7.3 (3.2) , 
16 ..-9 <5,.l) 

15.8 (3*9) I 

5.} il.l) ! 
24'. 3 (5.2) 

16.9,(3.0) ■'■ 



100.0 



100.0 



LOO.O 



100. Or ^ 



7.2 



5.6 



1-34 



7.0 (0.8^ 8.7 (i;6) " 9.8 (2.3) 



8.3 ■ -r- ■ 14.'4 
1-117 ■ 1-158 . 



10.7 



1-71 



* • Cellias" estimated sample s^ze of less than 25. 
, Derails dq not add to; totals^ because jof rounding- 



,8.2 (1.2) ; 
# i 

\ 

I 

10-9 



I-I58 



. C.2 



> 



Table C.3 



DISTRIBUTION OF STATE/SPECIAL FACILITY lEPs , BY 
mJMB^ OF PAGES AND SEVERITY pF STUDENT HAkllCAP 
(In percents, with<staodard errors noted in parentheses^ 



SeVejrity of HandicappiDg'.CopditioD 



Number of d^ges 



Mild 



erate 



Sevece 



1 

2 



I 

'6 

7-10 • ' - 
or greater 



0.6 ^'^ ^^'"^ 

8.0 '(5*6)*'' 13.7 C6.5) 




..23.x (13-6,)* , 
18.4 . (8.0)* 
' .10.2. (4.2)* 

3^4 . (2.5)* 

i ' ^ ' ' ' 

\ 27.1 (13.7)* - 

9.1 (5.7)* 



, 4.4 (3.1)* 

. 19.4* (8.2) 
t f5.0 (5.2)* 
2.1 (1.3)* 
28.0 (7.9) 
11.0 (3.3)* 



2,1 (l.sT* 

8..L (3-60 
.■4.2^^(1.5)* 

14.6 (4.2) 

,18-.3- (7':3) 

8.3 (l^r 

20.6 (5.2) 

23.7 (3.6) 



Toca-1 



100.0-^ 



100.0-^ 



100.0-^ 



Mean Number 
Of ^Pa|es 



Standard 
DeViatioQ Oit'^ 
Population 

* 

Range >of 
Number of 
*Pages. 



7.1 (2.1) 



1-50 



7.1 (l.L) 



10,2 



1-142 



,9.4 (1.3) , 
12.0 

i 

1-158 



^' Cell has estimatdd sampl^ size of less th^Q 25. 
Details not add to total because of^%ounding. 



c.3 Vox 



Table C.4 



AVERAGE KUMBER OF PAGES IN STATE/SPECIAL FACILITY 
IPEs, BY CATEGOR^OF LEGIBILITY 



^ * 

t . 

Categoty of 
Legibility ^ 


Number of. Pages , ' 


\. " 

Standard Standard 

Deviation Of * Error 

Mean Population ' Of Meaa 


1- lEP Typed and Legible 

2- lEP HaodwritteQ, But 
Easy to Read > 

t 

3. lEP Handwritten, and " 
Dlf'flcuft To 'Read 

* 

• 


10.6 15.4 * 2.4 
, 6.4 5.2 0.7 
9.8 * 5.3 1.8 

L 



.1 



^4 



Table C.5 



DlSTRlBUTl#^^t iEPs WITH HEADINGS FOR VARIOUS MANDATED INFORMATION AREAS, 
IN THE STATE/SPEClAI, FACILITY AND BASIC SURVEY POPULATIONS 
( In 'percents , with Standard errors noted in parentheses) 



Information Headiilgs 



is!/ 



Percent of Students with lEPs That Include Headin g 



Basic 'Survey 



Regular 



Special 



Total 



/ State 



" ^ : 

Statement of annual goals 

Short-term objectives 

Statement of the present level of. 
educational performance , 

Projected date for initiation of; 
specific services 

Statement of specific educational' ' 
services to be provided 

Anticipated duration of specific 
services 

Statement of the extent to which 
chiJd will be able to participate 
in regt/lar educational programs 

Proposed evaluation criteria 

Proposed evaluation procedures 

Proposed schedules for determining 
whether instructional objectives 
are being met 



94.4 (1.3) 
91.6 (1.4) 

$9,5 (2,0) 

88.5 (2,0) 
i S0,5 (2/7) 
,79,8 (2.8) 

■ 76.4 t3-l) 
53,. 6 (3.2^ 
39:5 (i.'6)' 



27.4 (3.3) 



a7..0 (1.3) 

93,2. (2.9) 

9^.3 (2.1) 

93,0 (2.6) 



90.6''(2,9) 



88.4 (4.1) 

79.6 (.4.7) 
.46.3 (7'3) 
'44.-7' (7.6) 

f 

2*9, M7. 1) 



• 94.5 ('1.3) 

. , n.7 (1.4) 



89.7 CI. 9) 
'.88.7.'-(I^.9). " 

80,9 (2. ,7)/ 

>0.2 (2.8) 

le 'e (3*1) . 

53.2 (3,2) 

39.7 (3,6) 

27.5 (3.3) 



97.8 (0.9) 
87.4' ('6.4 

*, 88.1 (5.3) 



.'76.5. (7.7) 
'66.7 (7.3) 

55.3 (8.4) 
60.6 (9.2) 
37,6 (8.3) 

'i 28.9 (6.6) 



A heading for "assurances of at least an al^ual evaluation'' was not expected' to be found' in lEPs, 
anrf therefore is not included. . ■ . , ' ' , 



Table C.6 



DISTRIBUTION OF lEPs WITH HEADINGS FOR VARIOOS NON-HANDATED INFORMATION AREAS, 
IN THE STATE/SPECIAL FACILITY AND BASIC SURVEY POPULATIONS 
(In percents, with standard errors noted in parentheses) 



Information Headiags 



Perceat of Students with lEPs That Include Heading: 



Basic Survey 



Regular 



Special 



Totarl 



State 
Facility 



A. BASIC STUDENT CHARACTERISTIC;S 

Student's age or.birthdate 
student's grade level 
Nature of .student's handicap 
StudenL^s sex 
Student's race 

b\ assessment-related 

Ass'essment data to Stipport present 

level of performance 
Date of the assessment of present 

level of performance 
Student* s strengths . ^ 
Physical educati'bn needs ■ 

C. PLACEMENT-RELATED . 

Placement' recommendation 

Rationale for placement or services 

D, INSTRUCTION-RELATED 

'■ « 

student's primary language 
Student's school attendance record 
Student's special interests . 



81. 
59, 
26, 
13, 

6, 



(2.5) 
(3.5) 
(3.5) 
(3.0) 
(2.2) 



65.0 (3.5) 
22.2 (2.8) 



5.9 (2.6) 

2.8 (1.]) 

1.9 (1.0) 



94.3 


(2.6) , 


82 


2 


(2.4). 


82 


3 


(8.0) 


55.9 


(8.4) 


58 


9 


(3.5) 


33 


8 


(8.5) 


25.0 


(6.0) 


26 


6 


(3.$) 


32 


1 


(?.l) 


1^.2 


(5.0) 


13 


4 


(3.0) 


1. 


2 


(0.7)* 


^9.5 


(4.0) 


6 


7 


(2.2) 


0 


9 


(0.4)* 



36 


2 


(3.3) 


39 


8 


(8.0). 


• 36.4 


(3.3) 


17. 


5 


(5.1) 


22 


9 


(2.7) 


'26 


6 


(8.0)^ 


23.0 


(2.7) 


11. 


1 


(4.4) 


23 


2 


(3.0) 


26 


0 


(8.0) 


23.3 


(2.9) 


29. 


3 


(8.6) 


11. 


9 


(2.3) 


16. 


2 


(5.2) 


" 12.1 


(2.3) 


13. 


5 


(7.2) 



77.9 (6.0) 
24.0 (5.2) 



8.1 (4.2)- 
7.7 (4.5) 
1.7 (1.2)* 



65.5 (3.5) 
22.3 (2.7) 



6.0 (2.6) 

3.1 (1.2) 
1.9 (1..0) 



54.8 (8.2) 
20.1 (7.2) 



6.5 (4.9) 
0.8 (0.6)* 
0.4 (0.4)* 



(contini^ed) 



Table C.6 (conLinued) 



Information Headings 



Percent of Students with lEPs That Include Heading: ^ 



Basic. Survey 



Regular 



Special 



Total 



State 
Facility 



n 



PROCESS OF lEP DEVELOPMENT, APPROVAL, 
AND REVIEW 

' ■ ^ 

Parliicipants ia the lEP process 

Date of preparation of lEP 
Titles of individuals who Approved 
the lEP 

iParental approval • 

yfeignature off individuals who approved 
the lEP \- 
Proposed lEP review date < 
Results of parental notification 
Actual lEP^ review date 
Results ofMEP review 
Participants in lEP review ^ 

F. PROPOSED 'PROGRAM OF SPECIAL SERVICES 

Personnel responsible for services 
Recoimnended instructional ^materials , 

resources, sLrategies , or techaiqueis 
Date short-term objectives'met 
Priority listing^ of annual goals 

OtHER 



Other-^ 







i 
















S6.7 


(2.3) 


92 


3 


(2.2) 


87.0 


(2.3) 


73 


7 


(5.7) 


83.2 


(2.3) 


92 


6 


(2.4) 


' 83.7 


(2.2) 


79 


5 


(6.9) 


75.1 


i2.S) 


85 


2 


(3.6) 


' 75.6 


(2.7) 


68 


0 


(6.99 


73.5 


(3.0) 


76 


.5 


(7.2) 


73.6 


(2.9) 


46 


7 


(7.7) 


62.0 


(3.4) 


49 


.7 


(8.0)' 


61.4 


(3.3) 


. 35 


9 


(7.4) 


47.9 


(4.0) 


68 


.6 


(5.5) 


48.8 


(3.9) 


33 


7 


(8.3) 


9.5 


(1.9) 


12 


.1 


(4.3) 


9.6 


(1.9) 


0 


7 


(O.S)^' 


8.5 


(1.6) 


5 


.2 


(2.5) 


8.3 


(1.6) 


6 


fif 


(4.7) 


8.1 


(1.8), 


6 


.9 


'(3.8) 


. 8.-0 


(l.J) 


5 


9* 


.(4.6) 


6.8 


(1.4) 


5 


.4 


(2.6) . 


6.8 


(1.4) 


2 


0 


(1.2)* 



67 


i 


(3.3) 


71 


3 


(5.2). 


67 


2 


(3.3) 


56 


7 


(8 


2) 


S9 


7 


(3.2) 


55 


8 


(7.6) 


59* 


5 


(3.2) 


66 


.1 


(8 


6) 


22 


8 


(3M) 


26 


1 


(6*.0) ■ 


23 


0 


(3.0) 


21 


0 


(7 


2) 


17 


1 


(2.5) 


13 


9 


(3.6) 


17 


0 


(2.4) 


10 


8 


(4 


2) 



37.6 (3,5) 



Cell has estimaied sample size of less 



a/ 



40,4 (7.8) 



37.8 (3.5) 



69.3 (6.6) 



lEPs with at l^ast one "other" heading 
mainstreaming, or 'last grade obtained. 



than 25, 

Includes such headings as; date of referral, provisions for 




fable C.7 

DISTiaBUTION OF lEPs WITH FORMATS WHICH LIMIT THE KUMBER 
OF ANNUAL GOALS OR THE NUMBER OF SHORT-TERM OBJECTIVES, 
IN ;rHE STATE/SPECIAL FACILITY AND BASIC SURVEY POPULATIONS' 
(In percents, with standard errors noted in parentheses) 



1 

1 Formats Which 
Limit The: ^ 


Basic Survey* 


State 
Facility 


Regular Special Total 


1. Number Of 
Annual Goals 

2. Number Of 
Short-Term 
Objectives 


65.0 (3.2) ' 61\0 C7.8)^ 64.8 (3.1) 
: 39,3 (3/3) 28.5 (5.8) 38-8 (3,2) 


41.5 (8,4) 

20.6 (7,1) 
1— . 


a7 ' : ^ 

Percents are based on column estimated population total^, adjusted^for 
nonresponse. 

* 



f 



\ 



C.8 



Table C.8 



DISTRIBUTION OF lEPs WITH FORMATS WHICH LIMIT NUMBER OF ANNUAL GOALS OR NUMBER 
OF SHORT-TERM OBJECTIVES, BY AGE LEVEL FOR STATE/SPECIAL FACILITY STUDENTS 
(Iix^peccents-j with standard errors noted in. parentheses) 



i = 

* Formats Vftiich . , 
Limit the; 


a/ ♦ 
Student Age Levels- 


=^ ) 

Total 
Ages 3-21 


3'S '6-12 13-is 16-21 


1* Number of Anmjal Goals 

2, Numbisr of Short-Term 
Objectives 


3S^ (18.8) 39.3 (9.8) AO. 8 (10. 0) A7.3 (9.S) 

■ - . 

2A.0 (17. A) U.6 (6.3) 27.2 (9.9) 20.8 (7. A) 

1 * ^ 


Al.S (8. A) 

! 

20.6 (7.1) 



Percents are bas^d on column estimated population totals, adjusted for i^onresponse. 




1 



Table C.9 



ie^Tformat as reuted to parental approval in the 
state/special facility and basic survey popuution 

(Iq perceoCs, wiMi standard errors ooced in parentheses) 



Percent of lEPs 



Format Classifications 



Basic- Survey "^State Facility 



I Approval (or disapproval) would be for 
; the entire lEP 1 48.3 (3-1) 

I Approval (or disapproval) would be for 
annual goals but not for shojrt-terra 

objective^ 11.8 (1.8) 

Approval (or disapproval) would be for 
part but not all of the short-term 
j objectives , " 4.8 (I.I) 

i 

i 

»*Approval, (or disapproval) would be for 
services to be provided but not for ; 
annual goals or short-term objectives. 11.2 (2,1) 



Approval (or disapproval^ would be for 

some portion of the lEP, but cannot 
. determine what would' be approved 



Mo place for approval or disapproval • ^ _ 

is provided ' ■ j 21.9 (2.5) 



48.7 (7.1) 



2.7 (1.5)-' 



1.2 (0.6)^ 



6.3 (2.8) 



2.0 (0.5)^, 2 



37 



.3 (1.1)^ 
.8 (7.1) 



' TCtt a 1 



100.0 



100 



^ CelL h3s estimated sample size of less* th^n JZ5 . 
DetaiJ, does not add t6 total .because> of ^rounding- 



Appendix D 
Supporting Data for Chapter A 



. [ Appendix D 



Supporting pata'for Chapter 4 ^ - 

Critetia for Determining the Occurrence Handated Information in lEPs 

' . '■ " 1 — 

' A determination a$ to the occurrence of mandated infoifmatf on in was ' 

based on questions in the I^P Evaluation Checklist, ^ Ttie f-oljlbwing cj^iteria 

wert usea^to determine whether or not the foiiowiiig ^^es' "of mandated infonna- 

tion^ weire included; , ■ 

1) Statement of present" level of performance : ,any iwmber circled in 
the column labeled "Pre^^nt level of functioning listedj* Kltem 6> ■ 

\ ColBiifli A). * ^ 

2) * Statement of aohual^oals: any positive number entered jii column 

"labeled '^Number of goals listed" (Item 6, Columii 

3) Short-term object^ves: any posi&iVe number entereAfin colunfiflabeled 
**Number of ^ort-term obj'eci^ivel" (Item 7>.,Col:Ujfin 

if) Statement of- specific educational seYvice* "^"o ,be provided: j^a) a^y 
appropriate information entered Mn<l^r a. Heading requesting such 
information, (Item 3, toljumn B> number 14) ; Cb^) any'VQSitive .number^ 
entered in column^ labeled ''Number o^goals listed" (Item 6> Column E); 

I 

indicate a related service to be received (Item lOf!^ ^ 
5^) ' Stat^ent'of extenf.of participation ifi ttie regular projgrara: any 
, * 4m6t£Qt of time .(either- perfent or minuses per week) entered in 

qu^tion ^eg^rdi^g proportion or ampunt^of time^assigned to special ^' 
. services (Iteip 5^.. ■ . /^'^- ^, ^^^^ 
6) Projected date for initiatior)/&f s^rvices:^ an Item circled in the 
\question on b^gin^iedates of servidf? (Itera'lZ) whith seated that 
^ the date(s) wa s^lSI^^W^)* specifically stated; (b) could be inferred 



(c) any ^sitive^ number entered in cblusiii. labeled '*Nj^b^r of short]" 
term objectives" "(Item T*\ Column A);, or' (d) any nuiftfaer^ircled to 



from dates ^^^^H^Hv g^^l-^ objectives; or (Cs). could be inferred 
from date lE^wk^'prepared.* . 

I)' '^'Anticipated duration o^ Sfifrvices t lan Item circled in/the^question ' 

{" • " ' ' ' ^ 

on 'duration 0/ services (Item 13) which stated that the duration was 

(a) 5pej:if ically s^ted; _(b) inferred from dates gi^en for goals or* 

* objectives; (c) - inferred .from heading staging that goals werV annual 

goals; or (5) that services would ^be .provi<j[^ed '*as long as needed." 



"Proposed evaluatioi criteria: any appropriate information entered 
undefr a 'heading requesting such information^ or any positive number 
.entered in column labeled "Number of objefttiv^s that include a 
logical statement of expected behavior t^o an acceptable standard" 
(I^em 7, Column B)« included in tliis latter criterion were (a) a 
.statementr^f observable behavior; (b) ^ statement of specific criteria 
by which student would be judged to have met/not met that objective;, 
and (c) reasonably logical internal consistency between statements 
'*a** and "b." (it should be noted that evaluation criteria listed 
anywhere in the lEP were considered to be a part of the related r 
short-^term objectives.) ^ ' * ^ * 

Proposed^,evaluation procedures: an item circled in the question 
regarding evaluation procedures (Item 14) which stated that the 
procedure was (a) clear from the short-term objectives; (b) con- 
tained in a precise statement of- how the evaluaj^on (of the short ^ 
term objectives li^fted in the lEP) should be conducted; or (c) i-n- 
ferred from unclear statements of ho^ the evaluation (of short-term 
obj^ectives list:ed in the lEP) should be conducted, br from unclear » 
-short-term objectives. (An example of an uncleaj; statement or ^ 
unclear objective' is "will learn multipl^ation tables.'.* While it 
is (lot clear to an impartial observer exactly what procedure will be 
used tK determine whether or not the objective has been met^ there 
is some reason ,to believe tf^at ar^ appropriate procedure may be 
assumed. ) ■ ■ / ■ ^ ' 

Proposed schedules^ for determini^it^ whether instructional objecti^s 
are being met; ao item in the question concerning evaluation schedules 
(Item 15) which stated that" the schedule was:, (a) specifically 
stated as being the evalu^ion schedule; fb), implied from -the'^short-^ 
term objectives; or iP^impli<?d from beginning-pf 'treatmei]rt*and 
end-of-treatioent dates. ^ /f 

1 evaluation: an item circled in thef 



Assurances of at l,eastvan annua 
question regarding an anpjial evaluation^ (Item 1-6) which Stated that: 
(a) all of the short-term T}hi^ectives appear" to require" at least 3n 
annual evaluation or (bj) some^ but not all/ of the short-term, objec- 
tives appear to require at least an annual evaluation. 



Table D.l 



DISTRIBUTION OF lEPs WITH- INFORMATION ^lANDATED BY 
SECTION 602 OF P.L. 94-142 IN THE STATE/SPECIAL 
FACILITY AND BASIC SURVEY POPtlLATIONS 
^ (In percents, .with staadard errors noted in parentheses) 



Mandated Information Areas 



Percent of lEPs 



'Basic Survey 



State Facility 



Statement of the present level of 
educational performance 



90.1 (1.7) 



88.9 (4.8) 



Statement of annual goals 


94 


1 (1.3) 


- 98,0 


(0.8) 


Short-term objectives 


91 


92,0 


(4..5) 


Statement of .specific educational 


98 


9 C0.5J 


99.9 


(0.0) 



services to be provf>ied 

Statement* of the extent to which ' 
^child will be arble to participate 
in regular educational programs 

Projected date for initiation 
of specific services 

Anticipated duration o^specific 
services * ^ r 

Proposed evaluation criteria 

Proposed evaluation procedures 

Proposed schedules for deter- 
mining whether instructiojial 
objectives a^e b^lng met. 

Assurances of \t least an annual 
ervaluatioti , ' J 



62.4 <2.7) 

99.3 (0,2) 
94.9 (1.3) 



65, 

91 

87', 



2 -(2.2) 
1 (1.3) 
4 (1,8) 



87.5 (1.8) 



45.2 (7.5), 

95,5- (4,1) 

^95.0 (4.1) 

80.3 (5.5) 
92.0 (4.$) 
86.7 (5.5) 

■ 91.4 (4.6) 



a/ ■ . ' ' ^ 

' Pfrcents are baaed on column estimated population totals, adjusted 

for nonresponse. ' • i * ' 



Table D.2 

DISTRIBUTION-^ OF^IEPs BY N^BER OF HANDATED AREAS FOR WHICH lEP CONTAINS 
■ IhTFORMATION IN THE STATE/SPECIAL FAiULITY AND BASIC SURVEY POPULATIONS 
' (Iq percents, with staadard err^^ note^ in parentheses-) 



. Number of 
' Mandated '^Information Areas 




Basic Survey-^ 


State 
Facility 


Regular 


Special - 


Total 










All eleven mandated areas 




36.7 


(2.4) \ 


32.2- 


(5.7) 


36. 


5 


(2.3) 


30. 


7 


(11.7) 


Ten mandated areas^^^ 




34.5 


'(2.2)^/ 33.6 


(4.1) 


34. 


5 


(2.2) , 


43. 


1 


(7.0) 


Nin'^e mandate^l areas 




14.1 


(1.7) 18.'3' 


■(3.8) 


14. 


2 


(1.6) ^ 


10. 


8 


(3.1) 


Eight mandated ^reas 




3.6 


(1.0) 


2.0 


L 

(i.4:i* 


.3- 


5 


(0.9) 


, 2. 


5 


(0.9)* 


* * 
Seven mandated areas 






(0.6) 


0.9 


(0.5)* . 


1. 


6 


(O.f) 


4, 


1 


'(3,2)*( 


Six mandated Aeas . 


4 


■ 3.9 


(0.8) 


4.8 


(2.2) 


4. 


0 


(0.7) 


7. 


2 


(3.7) 


* Five mandated areas 




- 3' 4 


(0.-7) 


6.6 


(2.6) 




6 


(0.7) 


0. 


9 


(0.7)* 


Four mandated areas 




0.7 


(0.3)* 


.0.7 


(0.4)*. 


0. 


7 


(0.2)* 


0. 


3 


(0.3)* . 


r ■ 

Three mandat'ed areas 




. 0.8 


(0.3)* 


0.5 


(0.5)* 


P- 


7 


(0.3)* 


0. 


3, 


(0.2)-^ ■ 


Two matl^ated areas/ 




0.7 


(0-.3)* 


0.0 


(0.0)* 


0. 


7 


.(0.3)* 


0. 


0 


(0.0)* 


^One 'mandated area 


t * 


0.0 


(0.0)*. 


0.5 


(0.5)* 


0. 


0' 


(0.0)* 


■0. 


0 


,(0.0)*- 



* , ^ Ce-H has, estimated sample size ot less than 25. 
- Peofcents are &ased on column estimated population 



totals^ adjusted f^r nonresponse 



Table 



DISTRIBUTIOJf-^ OF lEPs THATJfNCLUDED PRESENT-LEVEL-OF-FUNCTIONING 
I^FORMATIOK SDR VARIOUS NtlH^R? OF AfiADEMIC/FUNCTIONAL AREAS IN THE 
' STATE/SPECIAL FACILITY AND BASIC SURVEY POPUUTIONS 
.(In perceats', tf.;^t]|r-$taadard errors noted in parentheses) 





Kuniber of 
Academic/Functional 




^ 


Percent 


of lEPs 




Areas 


Basic 


Survey 


'State ^Facility 






0 


* 


9.9 


(1.7) 


11.1 


[4.-8)- 


.1 


y 


17.0 


(1.5) 


11.5 


[3.4) 


2 




19.6 


(1.5) 


11-. 1 


[3.1) 


3 






(1.1) 


W.l . 


[2'. 4) ■ 


4 




• * 13.1 


(UO) 


12.7 


[1.9) ; 


5 




8.7 


(0.9) 


14.1 ■ 


[2.7) ' 






8.2, 


(1.0) 


13.5 


[2.i),' ; 


7 




5.3 


(0.7) 


7. '4 


[i-M* 


, 8 




2.8. 


(0.5) 


3.4 


[■1.4)* 


9 




■ 1.5 


(0.4) 


3.4 


[0.9)* 


10 




■ 0-.^ 


(0 . 2)<- 


1.5 


E0-v6X* * 


11 


\ 


0.1 


(0 . 1)* 


■ 0,2 ■ 


[O.lH 


12 




o.o' 


(o:o)i-' 


■ 0.1 


[O.l)* 


^ 13 




0,2 


(0.1)"' 


■ 0,0 . 


[o.qV*' 


14 _ 




0.0 


(0,0)* 




Ct.o)* 


. 15 




0.0 


(0.0)* 


O.o: 


[0.0)* 


• 16 




0.0 


(0.0)^-- 


0.0* 


[O.Oi* 


17 




'0.0 


(6.0)* ' 

* ■ 


,0.0 


[0.0)*. 

- 



1 r 

C^ll has estimated sample size of less than 25. 



a/ 



Perceats. are based on the estimated total .numfier v^f Jstud^ats* with^ /, 
lEPs , adjusted f6r noarespoase. ' * \ ^ ' ' " * 




D1STHIBUTI0N UF COHTAINING HLAUINGii FOK 4tin>KHAriuN BY SMriJiiN t^i^J V' 

P,L, AHI> DISTRJBUTION 0^ tKPs THAT \Hamr \H MtKS^ 

HKADF,B SHACKS, IK STATK/^iPEC I AL fACJLITV AND hA5K" SBHVKY l*i)PlJ|JVrti>WS 
(li^ P<^i'(>'ikt s p Wklh AtAthljrJ errors nr>u-r| mi piri'tiUicsi's) 



S I -f I riatNki of llio itr^';*! tit I rvf I f>| 
r-ilit< Ji 4 nii'1 1 prr I 'irMuiiii 

St j|i'ib<^iti o| .^kkim.i I 

Kiioti-tom Hbj<*ii*vi'\ 

fStiiiiAonl or <;po< k rJiii -M khM I 

' !>t,ilrHOol tff Mil' rxt^-ni lit vim*tt 
\ tbilA VI M b(* dblr 10 pariiii^'iio 
I III rof^iiJAr t*Jit4 jl kitti^l |»roj(rAn<; 

4 

Viftjvtit^^ t|Ai(> for imli^iton 
itt spi^r I f H' sprvkii'j. 

Ai>l II ^|Mlrd dur Jl loik ri| { I 1/ 

\**rvi<f*s 

Af>)>rt>|>r I if ir ) ti'ii t oi> < 1 1 or t ,t 

A|ij>ri>t>ri*il'' ov.kiujl kon }imii ptlnrt'^ 

4 t 

A[i|>rufir J Fiir srlii'flul rfr I or Jrl^r - 
^ mtiiknf; wJiPllier mst rih I kufi'i } 
, t^v^*^ ,iri- l>f'kr>K 

A^siir4i)i rfv of t<^,i«i 'ii^iiii.kl 



f V.i I iUil foil 



J^-riiiil 4^1 Mit«hiils vHfi ri-l's Ihit 

liu iiiilo . hiJr M^'-idinK 'Hxl 

1h -1*1 1 t^K i ill I f<M hht oi 



Skirvi^y 
H*/ / (J OJ 

'> H U 
•it./ (J A) 
( ' 7 J 

;f> «i (LI} 

'j I P < 1 . 2 > 

?' < » ll> 
^/ ( p 1) 



^'t4 U M y 
Bft i (S 1) 

HI f% (f> 
/ (7 U 

71 ^ (« '»)' 
r 

^ Ml 2) 



H 1 ^ M 






Survey 






Kkr t Kl 






*n 'J < J 


u 


(t .OJ 


m 0 n 


^* 


Kit 1 (6 ''O 


IJO ^ 1 I 


it k 


J J . 1 ^ / ir ^ 










/* 




an (J 


2> 


/<>,0 (7 flj 


do < J 




6:? 0 (H R) 




'PI 






n 


J'* 6 




/) 











-1/ 



^ A bp'iJ f for I l^i H 1 1 1 m wmi U |>r tii.ip|ir4i|ii I'lt ^ ^ hmiI 'i ^ iif>l ^ ih 1 ii<l<|il ^ u lixifi^ / '■tid 1 ■ 



Table D.5 



DISTRIBUTION OF lEPs CONTAINING HEADINGS FOR IflFORMATION NOT MANDATED BY 
SECTION 602 OF P.L. 94-142 AND DISTRIBUTION OF lEPs THAT INCLUDE INFORMATION 
IN THESE HEADE^SPACES IN THE STATE/SPECIAL FACILITY AND BASIC SURVEY POPULATIONS 
(la percents, with. standard errors noted in parentheses) 

% 





t 








Percent-^ jf 


Students with JEPs 


That: 


1 




Include 
Heading 


Include Heading ^nd Have 
Information Entered 


4 

Information Heading 


Basf c 
Survey 


State 
Faci lity 




Basic 
Survey 


State 
Facility. 








Student's age or birthdate 


82. 


2 ( 


:2.4) 


82 


.3 


C8.o; 


' i 


^ 79.0 


(2.5) 


79.8 


(7.8) 


Student's grade level 


58. 


9 1 


:3.5) 


33 


.8 


(8.5; 




54.8 


(3.3) 


32.7 


(8.3) 


Studeat's sex 


13. 


4 1 


:3.o) 


1 


.2 




\ ^ 


12.6 


(2.8) 


1.1 


(0.7)* . 


Student* s race 


6. 


7 ( 


:2.2) 


0 


.9. 


(0,4; 


\ ^ 


6.2 


(2.0) 


0.8 


(0.4)* 


Student's primary language 


^ 6. 


0 1 


:2.6) 


6 


.5 


(4.9; 




5, '4 


(2,4) 


5.7 


(4,3) 


Assessment data to support {^resent ^ 
level of performance. 


36. 


4 1 


:3.3) 


17 


.5 


(5.1; 




30.2 


(2.9) 


i4.2 


(4.5) 


Date of the assessgient of present 
^ level of performance 


23. 


0 ( 


:2.7) 


U 


.1 


(4.4; 




19. "7 


(2.4) 


10.4 


(4.0) 


Nature of student's ha^ndlcap 


26. 


6 J 


:3.5) 


32 


.1 


(9.i: 




25,0 


(3.3) 


27.1 


(8.2) 


Student*s strengths ^ 


y ( 


:2.9) 


29 


.3 


(8.6; 




19.6 


(2.4) 


27.1 


(8.3) 


Student's special interests ^ ^ 


1 . 


9 1 


:i.o) 


. 0 


.4 


(0.4; 


1 ^ 


1.3 


(0.8i 


0.4 


(0.4)-v 


Student ' s scliool a t tendance record ; v 3 . 


1 1 


:i.2) 


0 


.8 


(0.6; 


1 


1.5 


(0:6). 


0.1 


(0.1)* 


Placement recommenda t ion 


65. 


5 ( 


:3:5) 


54 


.8 


(8.2; 




6i.4 


(3.4) 


50^6 i&.2)^ ^ 


Rationale for placement or services 


22. 


3 ( 


:2.7) 


20 


.1 


(7.2; 




19.7 


(2.5) 


17,1 


(6,7) 


Pertfonnel responsible for services * 


67. 


2 1 


:3,3.) 


56 


.7 

i 


(8,2; 




• 60.4 


(3.1) 

•* 


52.4 







(continued). 



Table D.5 (conLiniied) 











a/ 

Percent- of Students 


with lEPs ' 


That: 






Include 
Heading 


Include Heading and Have 
Information Entered 


Information H^adj^ 


Basic 
Survey 


State 
Facility 


6as ic 
, Survey 


State 
Facility 








1 ■ 


12 


. 1 






■J W ■ 2; 


y 








\l . I) 


LTatc UL prcparatluil UL iLlr 




. / 


12. 2J 


79 


.5 lo.VJ 


to 


A 


\l-J) 


/ 1 . / 


U . OJ 




0/ 


. 0 




7 J 


.7 \-> -t ) 


0 J 


. H 


12 . ^ J 


OO . J 


\0 . 1 } 


SignaLure of individuals who approved 
cne LsLt 


^ 1 

oi 


/ 

. H 


[J.J) 


35 


.9 I 7.£t J 


c c 


/ 

. H 


\j. J) - 


To 1 

Jj! .1 


(6.9) 


ILLIcS u£ L no LVlGUalS wRO appr 0 Vc G 

Lhe IBP 


* 75 


.6 


(2.7) 


68 


.0 (6.9) 


71 


.6 


(2.8) 


61.6 


(6.6) 


Parental approval 


73 


.6 


(2.9) 


46 


7 (7.7) 


56 


.2 


(2.7) 


32.7 


(6.0) 


Results of parent notification 


9 


.6 


(1.9) 


0 


.7 (0.5)^: 


8 


.4 


(1.7) 


_ 0.5 


(0.4)* 


\ Priority listing of annual goals 


17 


.0 


(2.4). 


10 


.8 (4.2) 


14 


.8 


(2.2) 


■ 8.1 


^4.0) 


Recommended instructional materials^ 
resources ^ strategies or techniques 


59 


.5 


(3.2) 


66 


1 (8.6) 


52 


.0 


(3.2) 


55.4 


(8.3) 


Date short-term objectives met 


23 


.0 


(3.0) 


21 


.0*(7.2) 


11 


.0 


(1.7) 


10.0 


(4.4) 


Proposed lEP review date 


48 


.8 


(3.9). 


.33 


.7 (8.3) 


35 


.2 


(3.0) 


28.4 


(8.1) 


Actual lEP review date 


8 




(1.6) 


6 


8 (4.7)' 


5 


-9 


(1.0) 


5.1 


(4.1) 


Results ^f [£P review 


8 


.0 


(1.7) 


5 


.9 (4.6) 


4 


.6 


(1.1) ■ 


3.6' 


(3.4) 


* 

Participants^ ^n lEP review 

1 


6 


.8 


(1.4) 


2 


.0 (i.2)-"^ 


4 


.0 


(0.9) 


1.0 


(1.0)^.- ■ 


OLher-^ ^ , ! 


37 


.8 


(3.5) 


69 


.3 (6.6) 


31 


.2 


(3.3) 


52.7 


(7.b) 



a/ 
I)/ 



Celi hds estimated sample size of less than 25. 

Perccnts are based on the estifnated total number of students with I£Ps» adjusted for nonresponse. 



lEPa with' iit least one 
gra<le obta ined . 



'other" heading. Includes such headings as: date of referral or last 



Table D.6 



DISTRIBUTION-^ OF lEPs BY KUMBER OF GOALS PER lEP IN 
STATE/SPECIAL FACILITY AffD BASIC SURVEY POPULATIONS 
(In percents, with standard errors noted in parentheses) 





Goals 


Basic. Survey 


State 
Facility 


Regular 


Special . 


Total 








ft 


5.7 


(1.3) 


4.2 


(1.6)* 


5.6 


(1.3) 


2.0 


1 

CO. 8)* 


1 


15. 7 


(1.5) 


2.0 


(1.1)" 


15.2 


(1.5) 


3.6 


(2.9)-" 




13.8 


(1.2) 


6.5 


(3.0) 


1.3.5 


(1.1) 


5.7 


C2.2) 


3 


13.6 


(1.1) 


5.8 


(1.5) 


13.3 


(1.0) 


3.8 


(i.D* 


4 


11.4 


(1.0) 


8.1 


(1.8) 


11.2 


(0.9) 


9.8 


C3.4) 


5 


8.2 


(0.7) 


10.7 


(2.1) 


8.3 


(0.7) 


13.8 


(4.7) 


6 


7.1 


(0.8) 


* 10.4 


(1.9) 


7.2 


(0.8) 


7.4 


(2.0) 


7 


5.1 


(0.7) 


6.5 


(1.2) 


5.1 


(0.7) 


10.2 


(2.6) 


8 


3.3 


(0.5) 


5.6 


(1.2) 


3.4 


(0.5) 


7.4 


(1.4) 




3.2 


(0.5) 


3.6 


(1.2)* 


3.2 


Co. 5) 


2.8 


CO. 9)* 


10 ' 


2,3 


(0.4) 


5.6 


(1.5) 


'2.4 


(0,4) 


4.4 


(1..7)'- 


11-15 


6.6 


(0.9) 


15,1 


(2.7) 


6.9 


CO, 9) 


10.4 


(2,2) 


16-25 


2.8 


(0.0) 


11.5 


(2.1) 


3.1 


(0,6) 


9.6 


(2.2) 


26 or more 


1.4 


(0.5) 


4.3 


(1.2)* 


1.6 


(0,5) 


9.1 


(2,2) 








Mcdn Number of Goals-^ 


> 5,4 


(0»3) 


10.1 


(0.8) 


,5.6 


(0.3) 


11.0 


(i.l) 


Sttindard Deviation of Hean 


6.1 




10.5 




6,4 




13.2 




Range of Goals 


0-U8 


0-143 


0-U3 


0-309 ' 





















J4 ^ 

Ce U hii^ i.*£it tn):i tc?d - sample size of less than 25. ^ 

Percents are ha^eO on column estim'ated iij:»pulation totals> adjusted^ for nonresponse . 

h / ^ 

Mean imnibcr of goals is based on the total number of lEPs with at least one goal. 



o 



1 /V 



Tab 



-7^ 



-ObjeCLj-ves 



f 



DISTRIBUTION-' OF lEPs BY NUMBER OF OBJECTIVES' PER lEP IN 

STATE/SPECIAL FACILITY AND BASIC- SURVEY POPULATIONS 
(In percents , .with standard ertoirs: noted in |ia,rentheses) 



i 5-61 

■9kl'0 
}U-12 
' 13-15 , 
■ \ !^^20 
21 -'30 

31-50 ; 

-ft 
5r-70*. 

■71'-* 0 0 * 



101 



> 



Standotd D(/vih\.ian of ^ean 
Raj^ -oT OliJ^CLives 



Basic purvey 



Refiula r 



special 



Total 



8.8 (1:4) 
5.6 (0.8) 
9.^ (l.A) 
9^5 C1.0)> 
9.1 (0.9) 
6.5 (&.^) 
4.8 <0.6), 
6.5,(0.7) , 

.9.6 (0.8) 
9.4 '(^(fr 

"10.1 (.1.1) . 
5..'6^T0.g) 

2. .4 (o.'s) ; 

. 2-.8 (0.7)'* 



11.0 (4.1) 
1.3 (0.9)*^ 
2.9 (1.2)'"" 
^ 4.3 (1.6);> 
6.b (1.4) 
4.3 (1^1)*- 
3.1^(1.2)* 
7.0' (l.^t) 
11. Y (2.4) 
15.4 4:2.^ - 
■14.5 '(3.*0). ' 
.7.3 (1.7-) ■ 

* 5,1 ,(i.6>; 
'"5.8' a. A) :. 



8.9 Cl-3) 

— 5.4 (0.7) 

9.5 (r.3') 

; 9.3 (0.9) 

9.0 (0.9) 

•'6.4 (0.7') 

4.^ ije) 

, 6.5 (6.7) 

g'.l (0.8) 
' 9:6. (1.0) 

'■ ,ld.'3 (1.1) 
5.7,(0,8-)- 

• -2,5, (6^4) 

^" .2.9 (0f6) 



25,.V *C1.9) 3'a.0^(4.5) 



' a/ 



'*ell tfas ei6tiniateji7samE>le .s^^l.^<if leas 



47.7 
0-1,002 



.55.^^ 



0-731 



25.9 fl.9)- 
48.1 

''v 0-1,002 



Sta 
Faci 



8.0 

■ 1.2-. 

5.5? 
■4 .-9 

■ • .4 . 

3.1 
4.2 
7.0 
I0.2 
12.3 
17.8 

. 6-.A ■ 
'6.9 ■ 

■ 8.4 



4.5) 

1.0) ^-^' 

1.8^ 
1.3)* 
1.7)* . 

1.1) *' 

1.3) -^ 

2.4) • 
2.6) 
2.7) - 
4.4) 
1.6) 
2.0) 
2.7) 



58,0 Ct7-.6) » 
127.2 
0-r,018^ ■ 



niatejipamEtle sij^^q^t 
Pel^cent^ are .|)a1ied on VJiljWftn es tiir 



is 



Lima ted popu^ a t i ofi-'tota Is , adjusted 

1 MjMMt j^^f Lu4 



for' nonrespohse 
ft. 



17 



(|^^rtrf||||ve mi 



Table D.8 

DISTRIBUTION OF SHORT-TERM OBJECTIVES OVER VARIOUS' TJM^ FRAMES 
IN STATI/SPECIAt* STATE FACILITY AND BASIC SJJRVEY POPULATIONS ' 
(In percents, witrh standard errors noted in parentheses) 



Time Frade 
Of Qbiectives 



Petcent^^-of Objectives 
For Students Enrolled In: 



Basi 



Regular-^ 



Spec-ial-^ 



Total-^ 



State ' 
Facili ty- 



fuj,l year ' ^ , , 
, Less than full year . 
' (fo time.- frame specified 



e^.O' (2.8) 
31.9 (2.7) 
3.1 (1.0) 



59.3 (5.2) 
36.0- (4.3) 

t 

4.7 (2.7) 



■64.€ (2.7) 
.32.2'(2-.6) 
3.2 ff.O) 



■ 65^7 (5.3) 
28.1(4.0). 
^ 6.2 (4.9) 



Total 



100.0 



100.0 



.100.0 t 



100.0 



a/ 



"a^ 



Pexc^nts in. this -column' a ri^ tjased on--^l-i364 , 267 , the- e«4-imated total-nmjiber-of obteetives- 
;en^or students in regular schools. " 

Perceni.s this coluion are based on 4,300,206, the estimated . total number of obj^ectives 



/rjtten, fOr sUjdents in speC:ial schaol^< ^ ^ • , 

i* t - ^ . . . 

Percei>ts in this column are ba§ed on 65j664j^72, the estimated total number of objectives 
"Written for students^in both regular and special schools.' 



w 



Per cents in this colump are based on 9j71Cj723j ttie estimate^ tgtal number ^^f o,b-jfifctives 



/ritten for^tudents in stat^/special facility schools 



I* \ 



'-. Table D.9 • ' ' ». 

DISTRIBtm'ON-' OF lEPs BY PERcfW 0¥ SHORT-TERH OBJECTIVES 
.Wip A LOGICAL STATEMENT OF'EXPECTED. BEHAVIOR TO A' 
SPECIFIED '^ANDARD IM STATE/SPECIAL- FACILITY AffD ' 
y . BA#IC SJJRVEY POP'ULAJ'pNS ' .. 

(lii perceats, with standard' errors noted lln pa-re 



parrpntheses') 



Percent, of Short-Jerm Objectives 

With a Logical- Statedient of 

Expected* Behavior to a 

• " . - W ' 

\ . Specif ied' Standard- 



>0-I0 * 

ao-20. 

>20-30 
' >?0-40r 
>4(J-50 

.>a^-6o 

>70-80 
■ .>80-9'0 
>90-L00 



40 



Percent <5-f lEPs 



• p - i , ■ ■ 

Basj.<; Survey I' State Faci^3.ity 



46.1 C?,5) 
3.8 (0/5) 

3.8 (4.6) 

. 3.1 (0.5). 
,• •2:9 ,(0.5) 

\.6 '(0.7.) 

'3'.1 (0.5) 

3.9 (0.6) 
5.2 (0:8) 
3.3, (a. 9) 

I8.-3 Cl>6) 



32.6 (7.6) 

4.3 (1.8)* 
3.0'(lr,2)" 
6*5 -(2.3) 

4.4 (1,1)* 
4.2 (1..3) 
-4.6 (2,1) 
^9. (1.9) 
7.1 (2.1). 
5.4 (1.4) . 

21.^(5.1) « 



Mean .Percentage 



'35.6 (2n) 



* / Xell^has Estimated sample size of less^than 25. * \^ 

a/ ■ ■ . ' ^ ' * • /f 

- *Percents are based on'the estimated total .number pf /stLwerjts with lEPs 

adjusted for -nonresponse. : ' * t- « \ 

h/ ^ " * • ■ " 

- .Only lEPs^ with at Least one short-term objecj^ive _a,re included. 



J ■ \ 



4 



D. 12 , 



Table D.IO 



DISTRIBUTION-^ OF lEPs- BY DECfiiEE OF SPECIFICITY OF THE STATEMENT **0F 
BiEGINNING DAT^S OF SERVICE AS. CONTAINED EN lEPf IN 
STATE/ SPEC I AJ- FACILITY AND BASIC SURVEY POPULATIONS 
-j (In percehtS , wi tlv standard errors noted id parentheses) 



Statea&nt of Beginning ^ 
.Date of Service 


Basic Survey 


-Se ^ — • 

State 
Facility 


Regular ' Special ' Total 


J[s sgecitically stated ^ 

Hay be" inferred from dates given 
for goals or objectii)^^ 

Must be inferred from date I£P 
* was prepared 

There is insuf f i cient inf ormat ion 
upon which to b^se an inference 


6^.6(2.9) 70.2 (5.5) 65.8.(2.8) 
* l^A (2,5) 17.4 (A. 7) 18.8 (2. A) ^ 

U.9'ft.8) 11.^ (2.8) U.8 (1:7)" 

0.7 dO.iy^- l.-i'(0.70 0.7.(0.2)-^' 

N 

• f 


_ 

A5.3 (8.3) ' 
'29.3 (7.8) 

■i 

20.9' (5.5) ■_ _ ' 
4.5 (4.1)". 



* ■* 



Perre-nls are based on column estimated popu-lation totals^ adjusted for nonrespon^e. 



; ^ Table D.ll ' , V. ; ' / 

/■ ■ ■ ' ■ ^ ' " " ; 

/ DISTRIBUTION-^ OF lEPs BY DEGREE OF SPECIFICITY OF THE STATEMENT OF . 

^ DURATION OF "services TO BE PROVIDED AS CONTAIIfED IN lEPs ^ \ . 1^ 

IN STATE/SPECIAL FACILITY AND SASIC SURVEY POPUUTIOKS 
(In percents, with standard errors noted in paV^nth^ses} 



Duration of Services * 
To be Provided 



^B^sic "Survey 



^Regular 



Special 



Total 



State 
F-a c i I i ty 



Is specifically stated' * . 

Hay be inferred fxoriL dat^es given 

f'<>r -goals or ot^ectives 

■ ■ * « 

Must be inferred from headings 
,^iiat state go^ls i^nB '^annual" 
goals " ' 

^^^r^^ . ^ 

States that services will be / 
rovideJ ^*as- long as needed'* ^ 



48,7 (3A) < 65.1 (5,6) 49.3 (3.4) 

24.7 (2:6') '^ '21.7 (5.2) ,;*^4v6 (2.6) 

18.8 (2.2)' |g^0 (2.3) 18.4 (2.1) 



T#e(e is' lasufflcienc information 
upon which, ^to base ap" inference 




2.7 (0.9) .0.5,(0.4)' 



,5,r (1.5) 3.7 (2.0)-- 



2.7' (0.8)' 

5.1 (r.3) 



4i:8 (7.9) 
'•■3I.'i (7.3) 

21.2 (7.0) 

1.0, (0,8)^ 
; 5.0 (4.1) 



II has. estimated sample si^e of *less than 25. 
^ts/a^e based on column estimated population totals, adjusted for nonresponse. 



\ 



Table'D.12 



DISTRIBUTION-' OF lEPs BY DEGREE OF SPECIFICITY OF STATEMENT. OF THE 
EV/^LUATION PROCEDURE FOR EVALUATING SHORT-TERM OBJECTIVES AS 
COIfTAlNED'lN lEPs BY SCHOOL TYPE 
(In p£fi;cehts , with standard errors noted in parentheses) 



Statement of the^' 
Evaluation Procedure 



Basic Survey 



Regular 



Special 



Total 



State* 
Facility 



I—* * 



Procedure is a precise statemeot'of 
3^ , how the evaXuatioji should *be ^ 
.conducted 

Procedure is clear from short-term 
objectives 

Procedure must be inferred from 
unclear statements or from 
uncle^ar shopt-tentf objectives ^ 

ProcddM»e caiulbt be inferred because 
'-/EP has no- ^bort-term objectives 



6.4. (1.7) ^ 5.6 (3.5) 6.4 (1.7) 



33.5 f2.3J 



3J.0 (6.5) 



51,3 (,2.5) ^ 52.4 (7.3) 



8 8 (1.0) 11.0 (3,6) 



33,4 (273) 



51.3 (2.5) 



,8.9 (KO) 



8.3 (4.99 



41.9 (7.1) 



41,8 (7.8) 



8.0 (4,5) 



a] V ' . ^ ' 

-#i'Pert^0^s ^re b^sed on columh estimated population totals^ a<ljuste^d for nonr^spoqse. 




/ 



V 



Table D.13 




DISTRIBUTION-' OF lEPs BY DEGREE OF SPECIFICITY OF STATEMENT OF THE EVALUATIQU. SCHEDULE 
FOR THE SHORT-TERM OBJECTIVES AS CONTAINED IN lEPs 
IN STATE/SPECIAL' FACILITY AND BASIC SURVEY POPULATIONS 
(Iq percents, with standard' errors no^.ed in parentheses) 





, ' Statement of the 
Evaluation Schedule 


■ / Basic Survey 


State 
Facility 


Regular ^ 


Special 


Total 










Is specifically stated as being 
the evaluation schedule 


U.O (2,6) 


10.9 (3,7) 


• 13,9 (2. 


5) 


22. S (5,2) 


* • 

May be inferred from the ihort- ^ 
term objectives 1 


36,1 (2,8) 


• 45,4 (7,^ 


36,5 (2, 


S) 


,21,0 (SA) 


Must be implied from beginning- 
of-treatment. and end-of-treatment 
dates ' i- 


.37.,3 (2.8) 


30.1 (6,2) 

* 


37,0 (2, 


8) 


* 42,9 (7,2) 


Is not stated or. implied 


12,6 (l.S) 


13,6' (4.4) 


12.6 (1. 


8) 


• 13,3,(5.5) 


'"A. ■ . ^ 1^ 




>•> ■ 






tt ' 



Percents are based on column estimated population totals^ adjusted for aonresponse. 



■ J 



1 



Table D,i4* 



«2 



DISTRIBUTION-^ OF lEPs BY DEGREE TO WHICH lEP INDICATES THAT AN 
ANNUAL EVALUATION OF SHORT-TERM OBJECTIVES IS REQUIRED 
IN STATE/SPECIAL FACILITY AND BASIC SURVEY POPULATIONS 

' (In percents J with standard errors noted in parentheses) 



' Statement of Annual 

X Evaluation of 
Short-^Term Ob>ectives 



Basic Survey 



Regular 



Special" 



Total 



- State 
l^cili ty 



All of the short-term objectives 
appear to^ requii'e at least an 
annual evaluation 

Some but noC all of the short-* 
term objectives af>pear to 
require. at least an annual 
ei^aiuation 

Hoad of the short-term obj.ectives 
^e<iuire at least an annual 
evaluat ion 

Such information Is not given -dfd 
' cannot be inferred 



87.2 (1.8) ■ 85.4 (4.6) 



^.3 <0.*2)- 



0.2 (0.1)^ 



0.9 (0.7)^ 



0.6 (0.6)i 



12.3 (1.8) 13.1 (4.5) 



87.1 (1.8) 

0.3 (0.2)- 

0.2 (0.1)^ 

12.4 (1.8) 



91.2 (4.5) 



•0.2 (0.2)- 



0.0 (6.-0)' 



8,6 (4.6) 



a/ 



Cell has esLun'ated sample size less Lh^n 25. 

Perceiits are based on column est-iinated population to^ls, adjusted for nonresponse. 



Table D.15 



DISTRIBUTION^^^OF lEPs- THAT, INCLUDED PRESENT- LEVEL-OF- FUNCTIONING 
INFORMATION FOR VARIOUS NUMBERS OF ACADEHIC/FUNCTIONAL AREAS 
IN THE STATE/SPECIAL FACILITY AND BASIC SURVEY POPULATIONS 
(In percynts, with standard errors noted in parentheses) 



Percent 



Presedfc-Level -^of-^Functioning^ In forma t ion 



State 
jFacility 



Basic 
Survey 



lEP cbntained some present-Ievel-of- 
performance information 

lEP contained some present-Ievel-of- 
performance information plus 
supporting data for at least a 
^ part of this information 



of this 
Ltaised 



lEP contained present-Ieve^-of- 
performance information for at 
least three acad^ic or ' 
functional areas 

lEP contained present-Ievel-of- 
performance information in at 
least one academic or functional 
area wher^ special education is 
%ound not to be required 

lEP contained present-level-of 
perfor^nce information in 
least thrht academic or 

and contained 



88.9 (i.8) 



27,0 (5,i) 



66. i C5.i) 



65. i (7,2) 



functional^ areas 

supportin^^aCa for 90-100 percent 
of these 



:indPdaCa for 



lEP provides dac£(s) of assessment 
of present level of performance 



i.2 (.1,9) 



10,4 i^.O)^ 



90,1 (l.T) 



50^9 (2.5) 



53.2 C2.i) 



55.9 (2,7) 



11.3 
19.7 



(1.9) 
(2.4) 



a/ ■ . • 

- Percents are based on tih^ estimated total numb.e 

adjusted for nonresponse. 



of students with lEPs 



r 



Appendix E 



^upportia'g Data for Chapter 5 



19, 



^ V£?IS OF PERSONS WHO PARTICIPATED [N THE lEP PROCESS .^sD '-H0 
SIGNED lEPi- BV STATE/SPECIAL FAClLm AST> 3AS1C SURV'EY POFULATEOI^S 

(la petceoti,-^ with lUddacd ertoci noted in patenthesesJ 
^ 



CUssificstiott of 
P^ c tic ipattts /S Une cs 



&ajticipant 



Signer 



Ba^ic Survey 



£tJte 
Facilitv 



. State 
Basic Survey Facility 



Category I: Teachecs and Thecaplats 

One or mote regular cXasstoon teachers. 

One special education t^achet^ 

Tyo ot Qote special education teachers 

Speech ot language therapist ^ 

Physical ot occupational thetapist(ft) 

Othet. thetapist(s) 

Physical education teachet(s) 

0n6 of the above, but can't tell vhich 

At least one of the above 



3 CI 
9 (2 
7 CO 

4 C2 

3 CO 
.7 (0 
6 CO 

4 (2 



/ 

.6) 7, 
.4) 4. 
.7) t, 
,0) 18, 
O*, S, 

► 3)* I 

.7) 43, 
,2) 62. 



6 (2.2) 

7 (1.9) 

0 CO. 6)^ 
4 (4.6) 
0 (US) 
0 (2.?r' 
0 (0.6)^ 
7 C6 0) 
3 (5.3) 



10.4 (1.5) 6.5 (2.2) 

24a (2.4) 4.4 (1.9)* 

3.0 CO. 6) 1.0 CO.6)''^- 

15 7 (L7) 12.? (4.0) I 

0.3 (Oa)^ :o (0.91*^ 

0.6 t0.3) > . 4 0 (2,9H 

O.S (0^3)--' 0.9 (0 6)^'^ 

26.8 12.3) :fr.6 C'* 0) , , 

S3.i (2.9J 43 2 tS.'9jJ 



Category 2? Adoinistcative . 
Repcesentatives 

^A representative Cs) 

Principal ot assistant ptincipalC^) 

School teptesentative(s) / 

Case manage t<s)« chairperson 

Supervisor 

At least one of the above 



i (2 

.2 C2, 

4 (I. 

9 (-2, 

7 (0, 

,7 (2, 



4) 14. 
9) 14. 
6) 3 

5) .4. 
S) 10. 
S) ^ 3S. 



I 14.5) 
4 (S.S) 

6 14.3) 
3 C1.3)- 
3 ^5 0) 

7 i4.5> 



18.5 
2: 9 
S.9 
,13 3 

SO. 9 



(2 

(2.9> 
(1.5) 
(2 2) 
(0 5) 
<3.L> 



10.7 Ij I 

^ 0 U^3r , 

i.4 ^4 3^ I 

3.q a 

^10.2 (5.0) I 

30 S :M 



Cateaory 3: Ancillary Personnel - 
School psychologist or psycbocetristCs) 
CounseUrCs) 
Social worlcer(») 
Murse' 4 

At least one of the above 



13. 
10 
3. 

24. 



7(1 
0 (I 
3 (0, 
9 (1 
2 C2. 



5) 9 
2, 

8) 5, 
8) 3, 

6) U 



1 il 3) 10 - 
i (0 91^-^ . ' 9 

3 a sj ^ 2.0 

S fi.6)^- 4 5 

0 h.6) 19 : 



a 5) 



A a 



0. ; 

i : lO 3ri 

i.O rO 

9-3 i.M ■ i 



Category 4: Parents , . ^ ; 

Parentis), giardiahCs)-* or surrogateCsJ \ 62.6 (2.5) SO 4 O.^) ' Syl kZ ') 47 o o.5i 



Category S: Student 
Student 



3.9 CO. 7) 5 



5 CI. 9) [ 2. 



J (0.6) 3.0 (K5)^ 



Category 6: Could Not Classify and Other 



Could not ciassify^^ 
Other 

At least one of the atfo^e 



19 
II 
23 



I CI, 
o.Cl 

0' C2 



9> LI 
4) I? 
L) 16 



2,(2.4). ^ 14. 3 

3' t3.&> ; ^ 7 



3 U 0; 



21 6 



ii.l) 3.9 (2 n ^ 

( I 3J. 12.^ ^: 9) ; 

t*1.9j :9^ ;^*f3.5) ' 



Category 7: .^andJted Personnel 

l£Pa with at leatt ode person from 
eatH of catej^oHes 1, Z, and 4 



36. 



.5j 21.2 E4;ij 



:3 J C.oi U 



. Category 8: Categories^ ind*2 

rci'tf^ with at least one person ^ 
front <ach pi ^ategori^i I lod 2 



I 50.2 (2.6) 30.1 (6.1* 



39. S (2.0) :0 2 '.S*-/ 



'Cell^'h'ai estimated sample size of lesi^ than 25. 4 
^- *B^jfed on the' e^ttjnntefl^otal number of studenta with ICPsi 4djuste4 for nonresponse. 
I^Pi thit did not not« the title or position ojL the participant or signer could not 



TibU c 



TYPES OF PERSOMS '*-JiO PAfiTlCiPArED IN .THE lEP ?ftOCEi$ 
'THE STATE/SPECIAL TACILITY SASiC SIHWC FOPULXf^JNS 
(In petcei\c;s, with st4n\iic<i tsscoss i\ot«"i x'\ p1C^1t^a*s;s 



Special 



TotiL 



:^tatt! 
rjc iltt;y_ 



Category I: Teachecs aad Theraptsta * 

One ot oote teguLat cL^sstooa ttfacbers 

Que special edacaclOEi ceachet 

Two or mote special eda<fation teacher* 

Speecb ot iaaguage thetapxsc 

Physical ot occupational c:bec^pist(s; 

Dtber tl\etapist(s) 

Physical educacioQ te^tcherls). 

One of £be above, but can't tell vtuch 

At least out ot the al>ove 



13.6 (1.7) 6.9 13 3 U 
as.S (2.-4) 13.7 <Z 

4.8 (0.7) 3.2 (1.5)« i.: ^0 

n.7 U.i) u.; (3.1) . 21.* .(2 

0.1 (o.i)^ s.: (i-s) 0.3 \o 

p. 6 (0.3)*-' 1.6 (0.3)'* 0 7 (0 

0./ (0 3)« 6.0 (3.1) 0-6 lO 

35. 7 iZ.T) 51.: tS.'ly io.i U 



6) ' 6 (2.21 ■ 

[ 

i H.7 fl.JJ 

7! ^ l.O <0 oV-| 



0) ■ 
3)w 



3>^" 1.0 fO oV'^ 

: ) 



Categocy 2: Axtoinisttatiye 
eteptesegtatiyes 

LEA repteseQtatiye(s) 

Ptmcipai or iss^istaat,ptincipal(s> 

School tepteseata'tive( s) 

Case managetis^i cbairpets^n 

Supervisor . * 

AJt least'4,oae of tbe above 



\ 



6.5 / t ^* :*,o u "^f^ ^- * 

i.r o 
2 ' [2.iJ - I r 



IS. 6 .(i-5. 
L.7 vO 



.5^ ; ic 3 .5 J 



I Cat'egorv 3: Aocillary Peraongel 

I School psychologist «t psycbome: 

I CounselQt(s) 

- Soci;il wotktft(j) 

j Nurse*- ^ ' 

, At least «ne of the abbve 

! 



\ 





5 * 




i ' 


L3 ' l1 


rio.2 a. 5) 






5 












> 3 <> 




* * 


'3 






2* 5 12. 




^ 1 







5 ^ 



3 ' ' ; 5 



\ Cate^oty ^: Patents 

Pared t(s ) , guatdianis) , sat ros^atets 1 



.50 - 66 . 



Category S: 
I Student 



Studeac 



9 CO 1) 



T 



i Cateiory6: Could ?<bt Classify aad Otne 
Could Qot classify-^ 
Othet 

At lea^t oae oV trie abovfe 



U9.'2 a.O) *L9.5 (3^9) 19 2 '\ 
14*0 (l.if) ll.C l5 3)\ U 0, \l 
28 i (2.1) ::\3 0,2) 23. ^2 



^) 

.1} 



11 2 (^ ^j, f 

r 3 n.^w ! 

2^ s ' 



Category 7t ^andatefl Petaotmel ^ 

tEPs vich at l^ast ofte petsoa from 
each of categoties I. 2. jnd\* ^ 



' 1 3o 2 N 2 



4 

I ' 



1 Category 3: < Categotges L and i 

I lEPs with at least one person ^ 
* ftom oach of categoti^ 1 and 2' 



50. 



5r> 



jO 



V, ■ 



CelL lias estiQate^l Snaoiple si2e of less t^ian 25 / , 

Based oa tiie escutated :otal nuisb^t^t of stvlfint* v;th l£?s .^'Ylj*.* t^J i >7 

b/ ' ' ' * 

lEPs*tha£ 'iiii not not* the titie ^t pc^^ition if ;he. patt ,c:pjat^ u i;p«(*^ 

be =lassifie*J." . ' " ' 



7<)Pr**ij^-,ns«*. 
7 "T'l i not 



Table £.3 



CATEGORIES OF SCHOOL PERSONIfEL WHO PARTICIPATED -Iff THE 
aTATE/SPECIAL FACILITY I-EP PROCESS,. BY STUDENT AGE 
(In percents, with standard errors no^ted in .parentheses) 



Classif Lcat Lon of 
Part icipaats 



a/ 

Peircervt- of IE?s WitR Persons Indicated as 
Being a Participant by Student Arc 



3-5 



6-12 



13-18 



16-21 



Total 
3-21 



Category 1; Teachers and Therapists 

Category 2: Admini&trative 
Representative 



59.9 (12.3) , 
41.5 (16.5) 



70.7 (8.0) 
41.0 (8.6) 



61.9 (9.&) 
28.3 (7.1). 



51.7 (6.7) 
34.5 (6.7) 



Category 


3: 


Ancillary Personnel. 


' 4 


.9 


(3.0)> 


12.1 


(4.0)* . 


12.. 9 


(4.4)* 


20 


.8 


(5.7) 


Category 


4: - 


Parents 


71 


.0 


(17.5) 


58.. 0 


(6.8) 


40.3 


(7.8) 


44 


.4 


(8.5) 


Category 


5: 


Student ' 


0 


.0 


(0.0)* 


4.7 


(3.7)* 


4.6 


(2.4)* 


. 9 


.4 


(3.6)* 


Category 


6: 


Could Not CUssify-^ 


37 


.3 


(18.1) 


19.2 


(^.5) ' 


25.0 


(6.1) 


35 


.2 


(8.2) 



and Other 

Category 7: Mandated Personnel 
' lEPs with at least one person from 
each of cartegories 2» and 4 

Category 8: Categories 1 and 2 

lEPs with at least one person from 
each of categories I and 2 



29,8 (12.6)^ 29.0 (6.3)/ 13.5 (3^9)^ 15.9 (6.2*) 



^ 30.4 (12.7)'^ 38.4 (8.6) 25.5 (6.7) 23.1 (5.6) 



2/ 



62.'3 (5..8) 
35.7 <6.5) 

14.0 (2.6), 

50.4 (5.2)' 
5.5^(1.?), 

26.5 (4.0)' 



21,2 (4.4) f 



30.] (6.1) 



Cell has estimate^] sample size of Jess than 25. ^ * ^ 

Based on the* est itoated total number of students with IKPs^ adjusted ^or nonresponse. 
lEPs that did not note/ the title or'position of the pajrticipant or signer could not be classified, 



Table E.4 



f CATEGORIES OF SCHOOL PERSONKEL WHO PARTICIPATED IN THE STATE/SPECIAL 
FACILITY lEP PROCESS, BY SEVERITY OF HANDICAPPING CONDITION OF STUDENTS 
(In percents, with standard errors noted in .parentheses) 

- . 



Classification of 
Particit>ants 



a/ 

Percent- of lEPs With Persons Indicated as Being 
Participants by Severity of Student Handicap ■ 



Mild 



Moderate 



Severe 



Total 



Category 1: Teachers and Therapists 

Category 2: Administrative 
R^resentative 

CategSory 3: Ancillary P^ersonnel 

Category 4; Parents 

Category 5:/ Student 

Category 6: Could Nfct Classify-^ 
' and Other ^ 

Category,?: Mandated Personnel 
' JEPs with at least one pdVson from 
' ea£:h of categories 1^ 2^ and 4 

Category 8: Categories 1 atul 2 

lEPs with at least one person from 
each 6f categories 1 an4 2* 



59,5 (15.0) 
— 37,6 (17.0)"^ 



70.8 (9.8) 56,6 (7,2) ^ 62,3- (5.8) 
46.7 (11.0) 23,7 (5,6) 35.7 (6,5) 



* 6. 


6 


(4.0)* 


14. 


1 


(5.0)* 


16.9 


•(3.2)^ 


14^0 (2,6)' 


48. 


2 


(11.0) 


54. 


1 


(8.6) 


46.2 


.(6.8) 


-50.-4 (5.2), 


0. 


4 


.(0.4)* 


." 5. 


3 


■ (3.8)* 


, 7.4 


,(2.8)* 


5.5 (1.9)' 


11. 


2 


•(5.6)* 


22. 


1 


■ (4.9) . 


30.5 


(4.5) 


.26.^5 (4.0,) 


23. 


9 


(10,^)^^ 


* 

28. 


9 


(7.7) 


i5.2 


(3.9) ' 


21 ! 2 T4.4) 



33.7 (16.7)* 



41.8 iW.U') 21.5 (4.3) ' , 30.r(^.l) 



Cell has estimated sample size of less than 25. . ^ * , . ^ 

- . Based on the estimated total number ofstudents with.IEPs, adjusted £oc nonresponse,' 

— ' lEPs tlut did not note the title or position of the participant of signer could not^-be , [classified- 



1- 



Tabl^ E.5 



TEACHER REPORT OF PARENT AHD^STUDENT PARTICIPATION IN THE lEP PROCESS* 
BY STATE/SPECIAL FACILITY" AND BASIC SURVEY POPULATIONS 
(In percents, with standard ei^jrors noted in parentheses) 



Teacher Affirmative Responses- 



a/ 



Questions About Participation In 
lEP. development and Approval 



Basijc Survey 



Regular 



Specia I 



Total 



State 
Fa ci li ty 



Bid a parent or guardian approve the lEP 
" Oy signing it?- 

Did apparent or guardian verbally (in person 
or by telephone) approve 'the lEP? 

Did a parent or guardian refuse to approve ■ 
the.IEP on the ba^i's of his/her considering 
it inappropriate? 

Did ^ parent or^guardian discuss the com- 
pleted lEP with a teacher, counselor, or 
other school representative? 

Did a parent or guardian meet xith the lEP 
' ^committee to discuss the developed lEP? 

Did ^ parent or guardian participate in 
the development of the lEP; that ,is, did 
he/she meet with the lEP committee during 
the devel opment, process and provide inputs^ 
to the lEP? 

Has the student discussed his/her lEP with 
a teacher, counselor, or othi^r-school " 
representative? J . . 

Did the student participate rn the develop-^ 
ment oi the lEP, that is, did lie/she me^ 
with the lEP committee during the develop- 
ment process and provide inputs to the lEF?" 



76.2 (2.3) 

77.1 (1.7)^ 

0.2 (0.2)* 

75.4 (1-8) 

55.1 (2.2) 



76.1 (4.0) 
76.8 (3.6) 

0.0 (0.0)* 

79.2 (3.1) 

56.3 (4.6) 



76.2 (2.3) 
77.0 (1.6) 

0.2 (0.2)^ 

75.6 (1.8) 
55.2 (2.1) 



49. ,4 (2.2) 47.5 (4.1>' 49.3 (2.1) 



35.9 (2.1) 



9.9 (l.O) 



24.3 (4.8) 

.. . / 
9.3 (2.7) 



35.4 (2.0) 



9.9 (1.0) 



b/ 



68.8 (5.9) 
79.6 (4.0)/ 

0.0 (0.0)* 



82.6 
65.6 



(2.6) 
(4.7^ 



59.9 (6.2)' 



.21.3 



(5.6) 



10.9 (3.6) 



Cell has estimated sample si^e of less than 25 . » 

Bast;<l on the estlmatct) total number of students with IEPs> adjusted for nonresponse. 

« 

The pcrcents in this row vrill not agree w^th figures shown in Table E.I because these are tWo 



20 



different <iata sources. 



Table E.6 



\ 



TEACHER RESPONSES CONQEttNING THE NATURE OF PARENT, GUARDIAN, AND STUDENT 
PARTICIPATION IN STATE/SPECIAL FACILITY lEP DEVELOPHEMT,. BY STUDENT AGE 
(In percents', with standard errors noted in parentheses) 



Questions About Participation In 
lEP Devel'opnient and Approval 



Teacher Affirmative Responses- 



a/ 



3-5 



6-^12 



13-15 



16-21 



To tal 
3-21 



Did a parent or guardian approve the lEP 



by signing it?- 
0 



/ 



Did a parent or guardian verbalj^y (in person 
Of by telephone) approve the.ltp? 

Did.a parent or guardian^refuse to a{^prove ^ 
tffb JEP on the' basis of his/her considering 
it inappjropriat^? 

Did a parent or guardian discuss the com- 
pleted 1£P with a teacher, counselor, or 
other school representative? 

bid a parent' o^r guardian meet with' tfie lEP ■ 
i;ommittee to discuss the developed I£P? 

Did a palrent or guardian participate in ^ 
,the development of the iEP; that is, did 
^e/she meet with the lEP committee during 
the development process and provide inputs 
to the^ lEP? 

Has the student discusseil his/her lEP witti 
a teacher^, coiinselor^ or other ^school 
representative? 

Did the student participate in the develop- 
mept of th?*IEP, t^iat is, did heAhe meet 
with the IE? commit tefe dur^ngs tlie tlevelop- 

, mept'process and provide inputs to the I£P? 



92.7 (4.0) 
'98.4 (1.2) 



0.0. (0.0)* 

95.5 (3.2) 
90.2 (5.0) ■ 



69.9 (6.9) 69.8 (7.1) 58.9 (11.0) 
\> * 

'82/3 (4.2) ■ 78.3 (5.8) 7.1.3 (5.8) 

0.0^(0.0)- 0.0 (0.0)* " Q.O (O.O)-L 

■ V ' 

• ■ • i " 

88.9 <3-.2)' 78.5 (4.9). 74..i (5.7) 

67.8 (5.1) 6^.6' (5,3) 59,4 '(8.'5) 



90.0 (5.0) 
0.0 (O.O)- 



57.5-(6:9) 62.5 (6.3) 51.0 (10.1) 



11.5 (4.6)* 28.7 (9.2) 33.8 (8,.9) , 



b.O (0.0)''^ 2.2' (0.9)* 12.1 (5.6)* 25.7 (7.7) 



68.8 (5: 
79.6 (4, 



9), 
0) 



0.0 (0.0)^ 



S2.6 (2, 
65.6 (4, 



6) 
7) 



59.9 (^.2) 



21.3 (5.6)- 



10.9 (3.6) 



el j has estimated s^imple size of less than 25, 



a/ 



^ Based on the estimated total -oumber of students with lEPs, adjusted for nonresponse, 
b/ * > , * ^ . * . 

- The percents in this row will not agree with figures shown in Table Bt.1 b^jcause these are two different data 

sources < ^ . ^ * - ^ , 



yTable E,7 



TEACHER REPORT 6r PARENT AND STUDENT PARTICIPATION IN THE STATE/SPECIAL 
FACILITY lEP process; 6Y SEVERITY OF HANDICAPPING CONDITION 
(In'p^rcents'j with standard er^rors note^l in pardnftheses) 



Questions About Participat^ion lo 
lEP Development and, Approval 



Affirmative Respoifses' by %he Teacher- 



a/ 



Mild 



Moderate 



Severe 



Total 



Did a parent o'r 'guardian approve the lEP 



6/ 

by 'signing it?- 



uid a parent or guardian verbally Cln-.^erson 
orby telephone)' approve the lEP? 

.pi^d'a parent or guardian refuse to'apprbve 
•the "^lEP on the'^ba^is of'his/her considering 
It inappropriate? 

Pid a parent or* guardian discuss the com- 
pleted PEP^ with a teacher, counselor, or 
*^ other school representative? 

"* * ' , 

D{d a parent or guardian meet with the I^ 
committee to/ discuss the developed lEP? 

Did a 'parent or guardian participate in 
yie deve lopmeot jof the lEP; that is, did 
he/she meet with the lEP committee during 
■*the development process and^ provide inputs 
to' the lEP? \ . , . 

Has the student 'discussed his/txer lEP with 
a teacher, coun'selor, or other school 
^ representative?^ ' 

Did the student .participate iXi the develop*- 
mcnt of the I£P, thjpt l/, did he/she meet 

' with the lEP committee during the develop- 
ment process and provide Inputs to the TCP? 



59.1 (12.5) 72.4 (6.0) 67,4 (7.8) 



82.2 (10.1) ' 85.9 (4.2) 72.9 (4.7) 



0.0 (0.0)* 0.0 (0.6)^ \ 6,0 (0.0)* 



87.3 (7.3) 87.3 (3.5) " 76.6 (3.5) 



67.4 (7.7) 72.2 (5.4) 58;0 (6.8) 
57:9 .(6.3)' 64.8 (7.6) 54.3 (8.1)^ 



66.8 (5.- 9) 

79.6 (4.-0) 

0.0 (0.0)^ 

82.6 (2.6) 

65)6 (4.7) 

59.9 (6.2) 



2K6 (7.7)* 15.9 (6.7)* 23.7 (7.8) 



0.6 (Q.5)^ 



6.8 (3.5)^ 



18.1 (5.9) 



21.3' (5.6) 



10.9 (3.6) 



' Based on the ciitimatet} total number of studenVs with I^Ps,* adjusted for nocTretiponse .' , , ■ 

b/ ■ , , . . ^ ^ 

Tike percents in ttiis row will not agree wi'th figures' shoWn in Table E.l because these are two different -data 

•■!Wo . . " ' ■ 20-1 ■■' 



Cell' has e^tlTinated sample size of.le^s than 25. 

* t J,i 



I 



' ' Table tr.* 

MEAN NUMBER-^ 6F'SCH00L PERSOHNEi WH(j PARTICIPATED IN THE lEP PROCESS, -BY 
CATEGORY FOR THE STATE/SPECIAL FACILITY AND BASIC SURVEY POPUL^feONS 
(In percents/ with standard errors^no^ted in parenthesjes) 



Classification of Participants 



Category I: 


Teachers and Therapists. ~ 


Category 2: 


AdEDinistrative Representatives 


Category 3: 


Ancillary Personnel 


Category 4: 


b/ 

Parents- ^ 


Category 5 : 


Student-^ 


Category 6: 


c/ * 
Could* Not Classify- ^nd Other 


Category 7: 


Mandated Personnel lEPs' 



with at least one person from each 
of Categories. 1, 2, and '4 

Category 8: Categories' I and 2 I£Ps 
with at least one persott from each 
of categories 1 and 2 ■ 

Total: Categories ^6 * 



Basic Survey ^ '- 



Regular 



Special 



Total 



■1.38 (0.06) 
0.90 (0.05) 
0.38 (0.04) 




0.58 (0.07) 0.56 (0..13) 0.58 (0.06) 



3.00 (0.08) J.24 (0.16) -3.01 (0.08) 



2.29 (0.07) 
3.99 (0.09) 



2.48 (0.15) 
4.08 (0.19) 



2.30 (0.07) 
3.99 (0.09) 



S ta t e 
Facility 



1.48 (0.10) 



75 (0.17) 
0.28 (0.06) 



0.76 "(0.15) 

2.98 (0'.23) 

2.22 (0.25) 
4.10 '(0.3i) 



a/ 



b/ 



c/ 



Based on lEPs with at least one .participant, 72.6 percent of all lEPs, 
Not applicable for -means. 



lEPs that did not note the title or position of t,he participant or signer cfould not be classified. 



2t'o 



>fEAM KUMBER OF SCHOOL PERSONNEL WHO PARTICIPATED IN THE lER PROCESS, BY AGE 
, AND CATEGORY, FOFT THE STATE/SPEfclAL VaCIHTY AND BASIC SURVEY POPULATIONS 
' ^ - (In 'percents , .with" standard ecrors noted- in pajfentheses) 



a/ 

Percent- of lEPs with Person^ Indicated 
^ as- Being- a Participant by Student A^e 



Cla^^if icati^n of Participants 



3-5 



6-12 



13-15 



16-21 



Total 
3-21 



Category 1; Teachers ^ad Therapists 



HCategory^2:^ ^Administrative 
Representat ivfes 

Category 3:t^ Ancillary Personnel 



1.22 (O.U) 1.70 (0.17) 1.31 (0.12> i^7 (0.16) 

, - ■ - - 

0.57.(0.16) O.'Sl CO-21) ,0.67 (0.19) 0.79 (0.25) 

0.10 (0.07) 0.28 (0.09) 0.22 (0.07) 0.44 (0.12) 



1,A8 (p. 10) 

0.75- (0.17) 
0.28 (0.06) 



Category 4* Parents- 



b/ 



h/ ■ ' 

Category*5*: Student-'-^- 

Category ^ .Could Not CKssify-^ 
and Other ^ ^, ' — 

jC^j^gory 7: Mandated Personnel 1E{^ 
with at least one person from each 
of citegoties 1^ 2» afnd 4 

Category 8: Categories 1 and'2 lEPs 
with at least one person froih each 
of categories 1 and 2 ' i 

Total: Categories 1-6 ^ 



0.82 (0.32)" 0.^6 (O.lV) 0.81 (6.20> 1.15 (o/28j 



2.68 (0.26) 3.35 (0.32) 2.66 (0.25). 2.85 (O.3I) 



1.79 (0.26) 2.^2^(0.33) 1.98 (0.21) 2.16 (0.28) 
3:61 to. 29) 4.15.(0.43) 3.ffO (0.41) 4.58 (0.43) 



0.76 (t).l5) 

2.98 (0.23) 

2.22 (0.23) 

4.10 (0.33) 



c/ 



Based oiu lEPs with at least one participant^ "72.6 percent of ^11 lEPs. 
Not applfcabje for means. / ^< ^ ■ v ^ ' 

""lEPs that did not note the title or position, of the participant or signer could not be classified, 



Appeadix F> 
Supporting Data for Chapter 6 
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Table F.l 



PROPpRTlOHL or ST^ffE/SPECIAL FACILITY lEPs THAT CONTAIN A STATEMENT OF: 
, ' ■ ^ (1) P?ESENT LEVtL OF FUNCTIONING, (2) NEED, AND 
]y NORM^ FUNCTIONING, BY ACADEMIC AND FUNCTIONAL AREAS 

^ ' iitx percents, with standard errors noted in ""parentheses) 

4 



' a/ 

Percent of lEPs with Statement oJ^-' 



^^Acadomic or 
Fuagtjbgal Area 



Present Level 
Of Functioning 



Need 



NoniFar 
Functioning 



1. 


Reading or oral or 
yritten English 


57.1 (6.5) 


. 51.4 


T - 


31.2 


(5.4) 


2. 


Mathematics 


41.7 -(7.8) 


35.9 -(6.9) 


22.6 


.(6.1) 


3. 


Other academic-' 


61.6 (4.8) 


51.9 


(5.9) 


30.0 


(5.4) 


4, 


Social adaptation' 


50.2 (5.7) 


* 

38.6 


(5.4) 


33.6 


(6.0) 


5. 


Self-help skills 


3i.o'(5.a>' 

* 4 


25.4 


(5.5) 


20.1 


(3.3) 


6.' 


Emotional 


■ / 5.8 (3.0)' 


* 


(3.0) 


0.5 


(0.3)* 


7. 


Physical education 


9.4 (2.8) • 


5.5 


(1.7) 


g.8 


(2.1) 


8. 


Motor skills 


» 38.^-:(4;5) 


28,7 


(5.2) 


• 23.7 


(3.4) 


9. 
10. 


Speech 

Visual acuity 


31.0 (5.7) 
' ^'h^ (2.3) . 


28.8 
' 6.5 


(5.7)- 

* 

(2.0) 


15.4 
^.3 


(3.0) 
(1.2)^^ 


U. 


Hearing *- 


18l;6 (4.2) 


14.3 


(4.1) 


6.7 


(1.8) 


12. 


Vocational/ ^ 
prevocational 


ll.:0 (4.9) 


«. 8.0 


'(3.3) 


8.8 


X4.3)' 


13. 


Other^^ - 


1.5,(0.6)* 


L3.7 


(2.2) 


9.0 


(2.6) 



hi 



Cell has estimated 3a[iipl,e size of less than 25. 

Percents ^re^ b«sed on the estimated popula^tion of students with lEPs. 

, Includes ttie combiiled academic areas of science, social science, general 
academic J and other academic. 

' Includes, such functional areas as general physical health and kinesthetic or 

perceptual skills. * ^ > ^ 



K 2x 



J 



^ ^ Table F^^\> , , \ 

PROPORTION-^ OF lEPs T^AT CONTAIN A STATEMENT^ OfRjPf^SENT LEVEL OF FUNCTIONING, BY ACADEMIC^ 

OR Functional areas in sTATE/sPEtiAL FA(Jt;Lm and ba^ic survey populations 

(IrT percents , with standard erjrDrs noted in parentheses) 



~^ — I 



Academic or 
Functional Area 



— Bagic Survey 



Reftular^'^^ Special 



Total 



State " 
Facility 



..I. 

2. 
^. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 
10. 
11. 

n. 

13. 



Reading or oral or 
written English 



65,1 (2,4) 68,2 (5.3) 



/Mathematics 



' Other academic- 
Social adaptation 
Self-help skills'* 
Emotional ^ 
Physical education 
Motor skills 
Sp'eech 

* Visual acuity 

Hearing 

' Vocational/ 
prevocational 

c/ 

Other-' 



52.9 (2.2) 
39.0 (2.. 3) 
32.2 (2.5) 
9.0 (1,5) 

1.8 (0.5) 

2.9 (0.8) 
22.5 i2.i) 
33.8 (2.0) 
l9.2 (2.2) 
19,2 U.6) 

5.6 (0.9) 

8.6 (1.6) 



60.0 (5.7) 

49'.7 (4.6) - 

50.4 (4.8) 

27.6 (5.0) 

3.2 (1.1)* 

14.0 (4.4) 

36.6 (5.2) 

24.8 U.8) 

1A.7 C3.0J 

15.8 (3.6) 
18.4 (4.2) 

16.9 (4.0) 



65.2 (2.3) 

53.1 (2.1) 
39.5 (2.?) 
* 33.0 (2.4) 

9.8 (1-4) 

1.9 (0.5) 

, ' 3.4' (0.8)' 

. 23.2 (2'.3) 

33.4 (2.0) 

19.0 (2.2) 

19.1 (1.6) 

T 

6.2 (0.9) 
9.0 (1.6) 



57.1 (6.5) 

41.7 (7.8) 
61.6 (4.8) 

50.2 (5.7)', 
31.0 (5.1) 

5.8 (3.0) 

9.4 (2.8) 

38.8 (4.5) 
31.0 (5.7) 

9.6 (2.3) 
10.6 (4.2)' 
U.O (4.9) 

1.5 (0.6)* 



c/ 



) 



Cell lias estimated sample si-^ze of less than 25. 

Percents are based on column^ estimated populattron totals, adjusted .for' nonresponse. 

■* •» ■ • ' ' 

..I/)cludes the combined academic areas of science, social science, general academl.c, and other academic 

•» . > " 

{ncludeS such functional areas as general physical health and kinesthet ic ,or perceptual skills. 



Table F.3 



PROPORTION- OF.IEPs THAT CONTAIN A STATE^[ENT OF NEED BY ACADEMIC OR 
FUNCTIONAL AREAS IN STATE/SPECIAL FACILITY AND BASIC SURVEY POPULATIONS 
(In percents, with standard errors noted .in parentheses) 











Academic 'or . 
jnctionarl Area 




Basic Survey 


State 
Facility 


Fi 




RegMlar 


Special 


Total 








1. 


Beading or oral or 
written English 




61,0 

- 


(2.3) 


6A.5 


(5.3) 


61.2 (2.2) . 

* 


51.4 (^. 2) 


2. 


Mathematics 




A7.3 


(2.1) 


5A.8 


(5,7) , 


47.7 (2.1) 


35.9 (6.9) 


3. 


Other academic- 




30.7- 


(2.0) 


39.8 


(A.O) ' 


31.1 CI. 9) 


51.9 (5.9) 


A. 


Social adaptation 




19.5 


(1.5) • 


A1.6- 


(A.O) 


20.5 (U5) 


38.6 (5.4) 


5'. 


Self-help skUls 


T 


.3.7 


(0.7) 

f 


' 2i.2 


(4.3) 


. if. 5 '(0,7) ' 


25.4 (5'.5) 


6. 

/ 

.7. 


"Emotional 




1,1 


(0.2)''' 




(fr.9)-v 


1.1 ,C0.2) 


5,4 (3.0) 


Physical educatiJ^n 




1.1 


(0-.5)* 


8.7 


(2,7) 


1.5 (0.5) 


■ . 5.5 (1.7) 


8. 


Motor- skills » ^ 






(1*3) . 


28.5 


f4.5) 


15.1 (1.3) 


;;8.7 (5.2)^ 


9. 


Speech^ 




-29.8 


(l.^) 


20.7 


(3.1) 
t 

(1.7) 


29,4 (1.8) 


, 28.8 15.7) 


- to,' 


Visual acuity 




11.6 


(l.A) 


8.6 


11.4 (1.3) 


6.5 (2.0) 


U. 


Hearing 




; 12.3 


(1.0) 


" 9.6 


(2,5) 


12.2 (1.0) 


14.3 (4.1) 


12. 


Vocational/ 
pre vocational 




.,3,3 


(0.6) 


12,5 


(3,0) 


3,7 (0;'6) 

f 


8.0 (3.5) 


13. 


Other 




A. 5 


CO. 7) 


11.3 


(2.9) 


4,8'(0.7) 


' 13.7 (2.2> 









Cell has estimated' sample size of less than 25, ' ' ' 

Fercents are.4>ased on column estinyated population totals, adjusted/for nonr^sponse. 

Ifirludes tKe combined academic areas of science ^ * social science^ general academic, and other academi 



(ncludes'sucU functional areas as general physical health and kinesthetic or perceptual ^ki].ls , 



.3/ 



Table F.A • 

PROPORTION- OF lEPs THAT CONTAIN A STATEMElS OF NORMAL FUNCTIONING, ACADEMIC OR 
FUNCTIONAL AR^AS IN STATE/SPECIAL FACILITY AMD 8ASIC SURVEY POPULATIONS " 
(In perceuts, with standard errors noted in parentheses) 



Acadeipic or 
Functional Area 



1. 

2. 

3. 

A. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9, 
10, 
II. 
12. 



Reading or oral or 
written English 



Mathematics 



Other academic- 
Social adaptation 
Self-help skills 
Emot ional 

Physical education 
Motor skills ^ 
Speech 

Visual acuity 

Hearing 

Vocational/ 
prevocatiotial 

c/ 



13- Other 



Basic Survey^ 



Regular. 



Special 



Total 



2A.9 (1.8) 

17.5 .(1.5) 

19.6 (1.6) 
Z\.A (2.2) 

6.6, (1.2) 

0.9 (0.5)^ 

2.0 (0.5) 

13.'1 (1.8) 

9.9 (1.2) 

10.3 (1.6) 

9.5 (l.A) 

3.6 (0.7) 

A. 9 (1.3) 



31.6 (4.0)' 

25.8 (^►.l) 

.29.5 (3.9) 

30. A (A. 8) 

18.3 (3.8) 

1.0 (0.5!>* 

8.7 (3.3) 

22.5 (A..0) 

9.0 (2.0) i 

9.1 (2.7) 
8.5 (2. A) 

13.3 (3.6) 

ll.l'(3.5) 



-^;t5.2 (1.8) . 

17.9 (1.5) 

20.1 (1.-6) 

21.8 t2.1) 

.7.1 (1.1) 

0.9 (0.5)* 

2.S (0.5) 

13.6 (l.£) 

9.8*(1.1) 

10.3 (1.6) 

9.5 (I'.A) , 

4.1 (0'.7) 

5.2 (1.3) 



State 
.Facility 



31.2 (5. A) 

22.6 (6.1.) 

30.0 (5.A) 

33.6 (6.0) 

20.1 (3.3) 
0.5 (0.3)* 
6.'8 (2.1)- 

23.7 (3. A) 
15. A (3.0) 

A. 3 (1.2)"^ 

6.7 (1.8) 

8.8 (A. 3) 

■9.0 (2.6) 



Cell has estimated sample size of less thaa 25. , ^ 

Perceats are based oa columa Estimated population totals > adjusted fo^ aoarespoase, 

laoludes the Combiaed academic areas of scieace^ social scieac^^ general academic^ aad other academic, 

lacludes such fimctioaal 3reijs as' geheral physical health aad kiaesth^ic or perceptual skills. 
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V ' ! ' Table F.5 

PR«*C*TION OF STATE/SPECIAL FACILITY [lEPs THAT.CONTAIN jlsSESSMENT 
telAtED. INFORMATJOK,- BY SPECIFIp ACADEMrC OR FUNCTIOKAL- AREAS 
(In "percent^ , with standard errors noted in parenttieses) 







Adademic or 
Functional Area 


Present Level'-of 

a/ 

Functioning Specified- 


< Contains Supporting. 

^ a/ 
Assessment Data^^ 








' * . ■■ ■ ^ 

Reading or or^l or 
written English 


57.1 (6-5) 


19.5 


(A. 2) 


* * * 


Matiiematics . ^ . 


4U7 '(7.8) ^ 


15.8 


(A.O). 




b/ 

Other academic- 


6i:^ (4.8) 


10.4 


(A.O) 


4. 


So^al adaptation > 


50.2 (5,-7) 


4.9 


(2.8)* 


5. 


Self-belp Skills 


. 3I..0, (5.1) 


3.3 


(1.8)* 


6. 


Emotibaal / * 


5.8 (3.0) 


0.1 


(0.1)* ■ 


7. 


Physicafl education 


9.4 4,2. fr) 


0.8 


(^.4)* 


8. 


Motot skills 


» 38.8 (4.5) 


2.5 


(0.9)* 


9. 


Spepch , ■ , 


31.0 (5.7) 


6.2 


(2.7) 


10, 


VisuaJ. acuity 


9.6 (2.3) 


0.6 


(0.4)* 


II. 


Hearing 


18.6 (4.2) 


3". 7' 


(1.6) 


12. 


General physical 
health - 

* 


11. 1 (2*6) 


.0.3 


(0.2)* ^ 


13. 


Vocational/ 
prev6catl6nal 


U.O (4.9) 


2,5 (1.4)^ 




1.5 (0.6)* 


0,4 


(0.2)* ' 




- ' 



a/ 



Cell has estimated sample size of les& than 25. 



Percents^are based on estijuated popuUtiob ol^tudents with IEPs, adjusted" 
for nonresponse. * " ' w 

b/ ' * ' ' ^ 

Includes the combined academic areas of ^science, social science^ general 

academic^ anjl other academic. ■ 

^ Includes siich^fun Atonal areas %s general physical health and kinesthetic or 
perceptual Ikills, * ' . 



Table F.6 



DISTRIBUTION- OF lEPs WHICH CONTAIN AT LEAST ONE ANNUAL GOAL STATEMENT PER 
FUNCTIONAL AREA BJ REGULAR AND SPECIAL SCHOOLS 
(In percents, with standard errors noted In parentheses) > 



Academic or 
FUQCtiOQal Area 



Basic Survey 



Regular 



Special 



Total 



State 
Facility 



1, 

2. 

~3. 

5, 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 
10. 
11. 

n. 

13. 



Reading or oral or 
written English 



59.5 (2.2) 



Mathematics 



69.5 



Other academic— 
•%$oclal adaptation 
Self-h^lp skills 
Emotional 

Physical education 
tfotor skills 
Speech 

r 

Visual acuity 

Hearing ^ ^ 

Vocational/ 
prevocationai 

Other-^ 



42,3 (2,0) 

31,7 (1,8) . 44.0 

20.2 (1.3) 45.4 

3\3 to. 5) 26.4 

0.^ (0.2)- • 0.4 

3.1 (0.9). 17.9 

10.9 (1.2) ^1 31.7 

28.2 (1.9) 19/8 

7.0 (0.9) 4.4 
7.7 (1.0) 2.3 

7.1 (0.9) 25.9 



2.4 (0.5)1 



13.9 



4.3), 

4.. 6) 

4.4>. 

4.5) 

4.4) 

0.3)* 

4.7) 

5.0) 

3.3) 

1.3)* 

0.8)* 

4.5) 

3.6) 



60.0 

43.0 
32.3 
21 .3 
4.4 
0.4 
3.7 
11.8 
27/9 
6 3 
7A- 
7.9 

2.9' 



2.0) 



1.9) 

1.8) 

1.4) 

0.6) 

0.1)* ' 

0.9) 

wri) 

1.8) 
0,8) ^ 
0.9) 
1.0) 

J 

0.5.) 



64.7 (5.tf) 

52.8 (6.6) 
57.1 (5.§) 
48.7 (6.1) 
35.5 (7.8). 

4.0 (1.9)* 

15.9 (3.5) 

43.7 (5.7) 
30.0 (5.4) 

8.1 (2.5)' 

9.2 (3.4) 
20.4 (3.9) 

17.8 (3.6) 



it 



Cell (las estimated sample size of less than 25. 



J 



Percents are Based on column estimated population totals ^ adjusted for nonresponse. 

Includes the combined .academic areas of science, social science, general academic, and other academic 
Includes such functional areas .as general phyisical health and kinesthetic or perceptual skills. 



fllSTRIgUJlONr. OF lEPs WHICH CONTAIN AT LEAST ON SHORT-TERM OBJ|CTIV?,^ BY.ACADEMIC 
OR FUNCTIONAL AREA IN STATE/SPECIAL FACILITY AND gASlC SURVEY POPULATIONS 
(In perc^nts^ with standard errors noted in parentheses) 



Academic or 
Functional Area 



Basic Survey 



Regular 



Specjr^ 



Total 



State 
Facil ity 



1, 

1. 
3. 

5. 
■6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 
10'. 
U. 
12. 



Reading or oral or 
wri tten Engl ish 

Mathematics 

"Other academic^^ 

Social, adapta^tioii 

Sel £-help ski lis 

Emotional 

^Ph^si cal education 
Motor skills t ' 
Speech 

Vifiual acuity 
Hearing 



13, 



Vocational/ 

prevota'Lional 

- <^ - 
■ c/ 



64 . 4 




00 .5 


(5.0) 


£ 0 c 
Oi . 3 


/ 1 Q \ 

\ \ ^ 


04 


.5 , 


to. 1) 


44.. 8 


(i:9) 


60.4 


(5.5) 


45.5, 


(1.8) 


55 


.2 


(7.1) 


30.0. 


(1:8) 


45.4 


(4.7)" 


30 . 7 ■ 


(i.8) 


. 61 


.8, 


(6.0) 


17.3 


(i.'u ■ 


37.0 


(5.0) 


18.2 


(1.1) . 


43 


.8 


(5.3) 


„3. 7 


(0.7) 


26.8 


(4.4) 


'4.7 


< 

(0.7) 


■ 45 


.0- 


(10.9) 


0.3 


(0.1)" . 


0.4 


(0.2)^ 


0.3 


(0.1)* 


5 


.2 


(1.3) 


2.^ 


(O.S) 


19.0 


(5.0) 


3.5' 


(0.1) 


18 


.0 


(4.2) 


12.0 


(1.1), 


33.3 


(4.8) 


13.0 


(1.0) 


■ 41 


. 1 


(5.8) 


28.6 


(2.0)* 


20.6 


(3.6) 


~~ 'I28.2 


(1.9) ' 


. .27 


.3 


(5.0) 


'6.4 


(0.9) 


5.4 


(1.2) 


6.3 


(0.8) 


.■5 


.3 


(1.2) 


8.4 


(1.1) 




(1.2)* 


8.2 


(1 .0) 


10 


■V 


(2.8) 


6.9 


(0.9) 


25.4 


(4.5) 


7.8 


(0.9) 


18 


.4 


(3.8) 

r 


2; 3 


(0.4)' 


1^.9 


(3.9) 


2.9 


(0,4) 


18 


.5 


(3.9) 



2/ 



Cell has estimaLed. sample si^e of less than 25. 

Pc^rcenLs are base^ or) column estimated population totals, adjusted for nonresponse* 

frichules the combined 'academic areas of scLC^nce, social science^ genera^ academic^ and other academic 
f rictudes^irrh functional areas as general physical health and kinesthgfclr 6r pe£:ceptual skills. 



J 



Table F.8 



DISTRIBUTION OF STATEySPF&IAL FACILITY lEPs WHICH CONTAIN AT LEAST ONE 

SHORT-TERM OBJECTIVE^ BY ACADEMIC AND FUJJCTIONAL AREAS AND LEVELS 
1 ( Id- percents , with standard errors noted in parentheses) 



Academic or 
Functional Area 



Student Ag'e L^els- 



a/ 



3-5 



6-12 



13-15 



16-21 



Total 
Ages 
.3-21 



1. 

2. 
3, 
4, 
5, 
6. 
7. 

e' 

9, 
10. 

11. 

12, 



Readiag or oraJ. or 
written .English 



54.3 (16.3)' 60.7 (7.3^^73.1 (7,.5) . 63. 



|j (8.8) 



Mathematics 
.Other academic-' 
Social adaptation 
Self-help skills 
Emotional 

Physical* education 
ifotor skills 
Speech 

Visual acuity 
Hearing 

0 

Vocational/ 
prevocational 

c/ 



13, Other 



30,7 (13,5)* 52.0 (lO,l) 61.3 (9,1) 60.7 (8.6) 

75.4 (9,5) 58\5 (7.3) 70.8 (7.7). 52.5 (9.0> 

52.9 (10.8) 40.8 (5.9) 41.9 (8.6) 47.3 (8.4) 

32.2 (7. 1)'- 64.8 (17.1) 31.9 (8.8) 1K7 (4.9)* 
I 2.7 (2.1)* 5.6 (.3.4)* 6.4 (3.9)* 4.1 (2.9)* 

0.6 (0.7)* 18.1 ' (5.6) 18.2 (6.2) 23.1 (5.7) 

69.4 (16.1) 58.7 (7.1) 23.7 (6.2) 26:3 (6.2) 

33.3 (13.7)* 3^.4 (8.0) 18.8 (4.^) 17.4 (4.7) 
3.4 (2.0)* 7.1 (4.2)*. 11.7 (2.8)* 7.4 (3.0)* 
7.1 (4.2)" 11.7 (2.8)** 7.4(3.0)* 11.^(5.1)* 
0.0 (0.0)* 3.9 (1.5)* ^22.1 (7.3) 40.8 (7.3) 

13.2 (5..9)* 16.5 (5.4) 15.4 (6.2)* 26.2 (6.7) 



64.5 (6.1) 

'55.2 (7.1) 

61.8 (6.0) 

■ 43.8 (5.3) 
45.0 (10.9) 

5.2 (1.3)* 

18.0 (4.2) 

41.1 (5.8) f 
27.3 (5.0) 

5.3" (1. a)* 

'lO.l (2.8V=^ 

^8.4 (3.$). 

18.5 (3.9) 



i/ 

c/ 



Cell has estimated sample size of • less thanj25. 

Percents are based on column estimated population totals^ adjusted for nonresponse. 

[rtcludes the combined academic areas of science^ social science^ general academic^ aifd other academic 

Includes such functional areas as general phys^^L health , and kinesthetic or perceptual skills. 



Table F.9 . , , 

DISTRIBUTION OF lEPs WITH RELATEfJ^ SERVICES IN STATE/SPECIAL 
FACILtTY AND BASIC" S^VEY POPUUTIONS 
(Iq pefceQts, with standard errors ^oted in parentheses) 




— ^ 

^Percent of lEPS Having Service 

Specified far Students ia: 



Service 
Classj^flcatiofls 



Basic Surve^y 



Regular 



Special 



Total 



State 
Facility 



None > 
^Single related^ service 
,Two related services 
Three r^Iated^ services 
Four i^elated services 
Five related Services 



87.7 Cl.8) 
9.6 (1.5) 

4 

2.1*(0.7) ■ 
0.6 (0.2)* 
0.1 (0.1)* 

0.0 (o.o)* 



77 A '(4.0) - 
- 11.6 (2.5)* 
^ A',3 (1.5)*- 
5 .6 (l'.9) 
1**2 (0.6)* 
O.I (0.1)* 



87.2 (K7) 

9,7 (1.4) 

2-2 (0.7) . 

' 0,.8 (0.2)* 

0.2 (ff. l)'^ 

0.0 (0.0)* 



64.6 (6.6) 
17.3 (4.9) 
5.7 (1.4') 
3.3-(l. D* 
7.7 (5.7)- . 
1.4 (0.7)* 



Total 



100.0^^ 



100. 0^^ 



t a/ ^ 



100.0 



Cell has estimated sample size of less, than 25. 
Detail does npt add to total because of rounding* 



Table 10 



TYPES OF RELATED SERVICES SPECIFIED, IN lEPs IN STATE/SPECLAL 
FACILITY AND BASIC ^^EY POPULATIONS 
(In percents, with standard errors noted in parentheses)* 



Related Services 



Percent of lEPs Having Service 

a/ 

Specified for Students in:- 



Basic Survey 



Regular 



Special 



Total 



State 
Faci lity 



Audiology 

Counseling 

Medical services 

Occupationa L therapy 

Parent counseling and 
training 

Physical therapy 
Psycho logica 1 services 
^Recreation 
Social work service 
transportation 
Other^^ \ 



(0.2)* 


0.8 


(0.7)* 


0.4 


(0.2)* 


(O.A) 


■ 1.4 


(0.8)* 


2.2 


(0.4) 


(O.A)* 


4.3 


(2.5)* 


4.2 


(0.4) 


7 










(0.6)* 


3.9 


.(1.3)* 


1.0 


(0.6) 


(o.D* 


0.0 


(0.0)* 


0.2 


(0.1)* 



7.1 

8^8 
2. '3 
4.2 
0.9 



(5.5) 
(5.8) 

(1.2) * 

(1.3) * 
(0.5)* 



•0.7 


(0.6)* • 


4.2 (1.5)* 


0.9 


(0.6)* 


* 6 


7 


(U9) . 


1.0 


(0.4)* 


4.7 (2.4) 


1.2 


(0.4) 


8 


2 


(-5.5) 


0.0 


(0.01* 


0.8 .(0.7)* 


0. 1 


(0.0)* 


4 


k- 


(2.3)* 


0.6 


(0.2)* 


2.9 (1.5)* 


o'.7 


(0.2)* 


1 


2 


(0.5)* 


5.2 


(1.2) 


. n,6 £3.5) 


5.5 


(l'2) 


15 


8 


(4.2) 






V 












3. .8 


(1.0) , 


5,2 (1.6) , 


3.9 


(1.0) 


17 


7 


(5.9) 



^Cell has estimated sample si^e of less than 25. 

la/ * ' 

Percents are based on column estimated population totals^ adjusted for nonresponse. 

I Because some students received more than one related service^ percents may total more^than 35 

i percent (the percent of students who received related services). 

tnclades such services 4s. tutoring^ dental services^ and vocational rehabilitation. 
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■fU'lrjr xk 1 1 Ifi 
KiJ****< li 

ViiiM;*! Ill ly 
Jlrar iiir 
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8. 



Vui ,1 L I oii4i 1 / 
l^f^voi 31 loiial 



BISTKlBUnON 0¥ iKPs COHTAfHlHC VARIOUS COHBt«ATI(>NS Of UtXO STAlWIKHt-S, (lOAl.S, 
AHD OBJKCTIVKS IN SKUCItX FUNCTli>NA(. AKKAS 
(tkt |>rrcenlS| Wtlh slaikklnrd errors notc<l \tt |k.iirikUi^&os J 



J 75 
267 

176- 
266 

m 

169 
J 36 



Coiitl* I tini lojks 
Only 



0>.i I.'; 4iiil 
iittly 



TftM I s 
Oikiy 



i ivrfi 
0»|y 



52,0 (7,7J (KH)-^ L6 (0.9)* H.'^i (2 2) 22 . S {S,2) S-l (Kfi)* 6.7 (2.1) 



1«.0 (^t S) (3,1J *^».0 (I 9)- \ \Ji) 2fi-<* (*^i,6) 

41.0 (9. 'J) 4.lta^6)'^ 1 4 <1.9)^ y.Z (1.2)* 27.6 (7.9) 

1fl.4 (6.8) 1,^. I ; (1.1)" 

U2.tt (7.2) 1,6 <2 I)" 1.2 (I.S)* 

19.1 (ft S) (S.7) 1.3 (I.f>)" 



S.J (J a)^ 2"} 9 (r>,7j 



KS (1.2)" Ml. 3 (a.Qj 

s.a (I ^.)- :7 8 (S.6) 



« S fZ.7)* 10, i (3 3) 

.7 U (2 ^t) 4.(i (I -OJ- 

9.1 ('^.9)* .2-') (K7)" 
« 

I/, .i (7.7)* 20. 'j (U.I) 

II I (i.8) , 6. J (2.0)'* 

) *l (2,6)* 6.V f2.(i)- 



IS s Ift.fi 16 

S 4 (i 3)- 2.'l (J,S)" I.'/ <KS)* 33.1 (9.1) IS.'* (S.9)'^ 297 (M.S) II iU.'))'^ 



11,9 (S.S)" S.O (2,f)^ 
IS 6 <4.2)''' S.6 (A. 2)^ 



2 O (1.1)" 42.6 (IJ.3) 16. *J (7.2) 
2.6 (2. 1)^ 8^2 (^(.fl)" AR. 0 (9.7) 



7.7 {3.S)* K.2 (S,4)- 
12.7 (4.S)* 7.1'(2,6)^ 



It 

frll h.iA r£ltai3lr<l sanple «1zr oC U^ss Ihnn 2S. 

Pvfwnls lor each acailCBiir/f unctioqifi) ifC^\ ar^ b^is^^l oit i ti^ ikiiulM'r ol IKI'a wtltj .il Jcjsl oM^ ol tli^ Ihr^r iikformlion 
ilcmR III th.il jifC» (i.e. I i ne^d, goal, or ohjcctivt*) . 

Drlai} tUit-a nol 'liM lo lolat brcduse of roumliikg. , ^ ^ *■ 



loi^tl 
' liH) 0, 

100 0 

Hin.o 

IfiO.IL^ 

Kin 0 

IfiO 0 
\i}0 0 
IflO.O 
lOU 0 
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Table G.2 * 

^DISTRIBUTION-^ OF lEPs CONTAINING SELECTED COMBINATIONS OF IfEED 
^ STiCTEMEHTS, GOALS AND OBJECTIVES IN SEIXCTED FUNCTIONAL, AREAS 
' ^ FOR BAS;C SURVEY AND STATE/SPECIAL FACILITY POPULATIONS 
J " (Iq perceots ^ with standard errors noted in parentheses) ^ 



Needs, Goals, and 
Objectives 



Needs Only 



Aca<iemic ot 
Functional .Areas* 



Basic Survey 



State 
Facility 



State 

Basic Survey Facility 



\ 

7,7 (1-0) ^ 

15-4 (1,5) 

24.4 (2.3) 

28.0 (4.0) 

-^.1 (2.5)^^ 

28.9 (3.1) 

12.4 (L6) 

44.7 (4.0) 

37.0 (4-. 3) 



1. Reading or oral or 
written English . 

2. Mathematics 

3. Social Adap.tation 

4. Self-help skills 

5* Physical education' 

^. Motor skills 

7. Speech 

8. Visual acuity 

9 . Hearing 

10. Vocational/ 
prevocational 



60.7 ?2.7) . 52.0 (7.7) 
4-8.3 (2.6)' 43.8 (7.8) 
22.0 (2.2) . 34.0 (4.8) 
17.9 (3.9) ' 43.0 (9.95 

8.3 (2.4)* 18.4 (6.8) 

21.^ (2.8) 42.4 (7.2) 

51.8 (3.7) 39.3 (8.5) 
16.5 (2.6) 5.4 (3.3)* 
16.8 (2.7) 11.9 (5.5)* 

14.4 (3.2) 15.6.(4.2)* 



8.5 (2.2) 
5.2 (1.8)* 
.12.9 (3.4) 
9,2 - {p. 2)* 
3.5 ^(1. 2)*' 
5.8^^ /(1. 4)* 
15 A/ (3.9) 
3i.i (9,1) 
,i^-6 (13.3) 



13J (2.9) f :&.2 (4,8)^ 



Cell has estimated sample size of less than 25. 



Percents for each academic/ functional area are 
with at least one of the three information 1 terns ^ in 
goal> or objective). 



based on the number of lEPs 
that area Ci.e*'/ ^ need^ 



Additiooal loformatoo Regarding the jAf ormativeness and 
, iQteraal CoQsisteQcy of Statef/S^fecial Facility lEPs " 

I, INTRODUCTIOK 



While Chapters 3 and '4 generally present findings regarding discrete 
portions of ^tate/special facility lEPs and discrete factors regarding those ' 
lEPsj this chapter attempts to provide, a global view of the documents. ' The ^ 
particular focus here is on overall inf onnat;fveness and internal consistency; 
that is, the extent to which an' lEP (a) communicates to teachers^ parents, . 
administrators, and other concerned personnel the pertinent details of the 
special education and related services to be provided, and (b)* presents an 
internally consistent program for meeting the handicapped student s unique 
needs. The approach taken was to establish four categories or levels of lEPs, 
each of which represents a reasonably distinct level of inf ormativeness and 
internal consistency. " * 

It is important to note that this study was considered to be an explora- 
tory investigation.' Considerable difficulty was encountered in making deci- 
sions regarding the relative J>mportance of various Items of information that 
might be included in lEPs. While this was true for information mandated bY 
the Act, it was particularly true for nonmandated information. It is ^^IJly 
recognized that there could be, wide iSisagreement with, the criteria^ adopted for 
the four lEF levels. Although the approach taken represents only one of many 
possible categorization ^schemes , it does provide a useful strategy for analVz" 
ing the strengths and weaknesses of lEPs. ^ V 

The methodology used to develop and validate the four levels > the^ ration-' 
ale for the levels^and the procedure for placing an lEP into dne of th^ fqjjir 
levels is'presented in Appendix G o£ Volume III. A description of bl^l^vr 
levels is presented in Section 11 of this appendiir Section III provides d^ta 
regarding^the distribution of lEPs across the four levels for the State/Special^ 
Facility i*<^ulation and compares theSe 4iistributlons*with those for the Basic 
Survey pop^ulation. Section IV provides a sumrtiar^ of major findings of the^^ 
exploratory study as they relate to the State/Special Facillty^Substud>^. 
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II. DESCRIPTION OF lEP LEVELS 



Level I lEiP: IncoTOpIete Infogination Document 



^ * 



The distinguishing featOre 9f a Level 1 lEP was ^hatj eveft "when the most 
genetous assujnp^ions are made,^it did not include the information recuired by^ 
Section 602 of the Education for all Haadlcapped Children Att of 19,75 (P-L. 

More specifically, a'F LeveX'l, or Incomplete Information^ lEP did not 
include one or more of the following; 

'^(l) ^Som^ statemeQt^^^that indicates at least the general nature -of an 
educational heed, * " - , 

An annual goal (or' a. statement that could be interpreted as ^repce* 



'.(2) 
C3) 
(40 



seating- an annual goal), 

A short-term o'bjective (or a statement that could be interpreted as 
representing a short-^term objective). 

Some indication of (a) the beginning: date of service; (b) the anti- 
cipate4 duration of service; or^ (c) in lieu Qf either ^*a" or '*b/' 
" th^ extent to which the^ student would participate in the regular 
education program. (Any date» even tte date the lEP^was prepared^ 
■date of committee meeting^ or ^ date with no indication of its^ 
intent satisfied the requirements 'for part '*a/' An end-of-s^rvice 
date^ a proposed lEP Preview date, of^simply a notation on th^ form 
that tl\e^ gpals are "annual'* goals satisfied the requirements of part 
'!b/' ^A statement 6hat the lEP was^ for exampl^ ^cfr the 1977-78 
School year satisfied the .requirements* of both '*a'* and "b.*I Either 
the picT&portion of tim^ or amount of time that'- thfe student 'was ex- 
i Hected to spend in the reguTar •educa^on program [or in the special 
educaj&ion- settiog] met J:he requirements of part,'*c.'*) , ^ 



- ^ Ttie Act states that a han^iicapped child's lEP shall include "(Al a state* 
ment of the present levels "of educati^^iial performance .of such chilff^. (B) a 
statenent of annual gcfalsj including short-terro instructional objectives > (C) 
a statemeat of the specific educational services to be provided to suth childj 
and the extent to which" ^uch cHild will be able to participate in regular 
^educational, programs J (D) the projected <^ate for initiation and antix:ipated- 
duration of ^uch services^ 'and (E) appropriate objective criteria and evalua^ 
tion procedures and schedules for determia3jig> ot\ at least^an annual basisj 
whether Instructional objectives are bsirii*achieved/* - ^-'^^'^^ 



■0 
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B* Level 2 lEPi Mipimally lafonaative Documeat ^ 

Thp distringuistiiQg feature of a level 2> or Minimal^ry .Informative^ lEP 
yras tbat it did^ when generous assumptions-were madei contain most^ of the ^ 
data oi^ndaTed by Section 602 of tbe Act. JIowever> a Level 2 lEP (1) contained ' 
littll^ if any pertinent data that were 'not. specifically mandated^ i(2) pnly 
margiaally presented tbe -mandated data^ and (3) may .pr ma^ not bave been 
^internally consistent. . ^ """x 

C. ' Level 3 JEP: Informative and Internatly Consistent Docuflte'nt 

■ ^ I ^ ; " 

A Level 3, or Informative and Internally Consistent, IEP-. exceeded a 

if- * . 

Level 2 docMWent iji that it (1) requir^^ewer 'assumptions to be made regard- 
ing tbe inclusion of tbS data mandated by Section 602 of _tbe Act^ (2) contained 
a limited amount^of critical but not mandated information^ and (3) maintained 
some^degrfee of internal consistency. ^ , 

More specifically^ a Level 3 JEP contained: 

(1) A more precise, statement of beginning date and duration of service. 

(2) More than one short'^term objective for more Ib^n half of'tbe academic/ 
functional areas for wbioflt^nQual goals were included 1 

(3) "'A space for parental approval of .the IE?^and a listing of the par- 

ticipants in the IE? process; or^ in lieu- of oiie of thesS require- 



mentSj a listing of the* personnel responsible for providing the 



special education services. 
(4) At least one instance of a' short-term objec(:ive that related to an 
annual goa^^l that related to an area of indicated need. 



Level 4 lEP: Exceptionally Informative and Internally Coixsis-tent Document 
A level 4, or" Exceptionally Informative and Internally Consistent^ lEP 
exceeded^ a Level 3 XEP in that it (1) ^Mained additional important but not 



mandated information^ (2) maintained a ^ogher level of internal consistency > 



^ While the Act reqalres the inclusion of the beginning date of service^ 
the anticipated duration of service^ and the Extent, to which the student would 
'participate ia the regular education prograni> a Level 2 lEP might fail to 
^ include' one of these t)iree items of information. Also, the Act requires 
criteria, procedures, and schedules for evaluating the shott'term objective^. 
These it^s of information were re<iufted for a Level 2 XEP only t6 the extent^"' 
that they were implied iiL the short-term objectives. , 
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(3) contained more completsa evaluation'criteria for evaluating the short-term 
objectives^ and (A) <5ontaine<i a certain minimum number of short-term objectives 
Hore specifically, a Level A lEP contained; 

(1) The student's age and grade level; or, in lieu of one of these> the 
rationale for the student* s placement. 

(2) At least one annual goal and one short*tertD objective for more than 
< " 50 percent of ^the academic/functibnal areas where a need was 

indicated^ , " * ' ^ , 

(3) Hore than one >short-term objective for more than .90 percent of the 
*^ academic/functional areas for which annua^l goals w^re included, 

(A) Evaluation criteria for at least 25 percent of the short-terra 
^ * objectives. ■ ■ * V 

(5) ^At least two short-term objectives per raonth of *full*time equiv^* 
lency of special education. (See Appendix 6 of Volume III.) 

lU. IKFORMATIVEIfESS/ INTERNAL COKSISTEKCY LEVELS OF 
lEPs FOR THE STATE/SPECIAL FACILITY POPUUTION 

The distribution of State/Special Facility lEPs over the iour' informative- 
nes^/i\iternal consistency levels was- as portrayed in Figure G.l. As is indi-. 
catgdj the majority (74 percent) of the lEPs fell iOJto "the Level 2 and Level 3 
categories; that iSr>^they included the more* critical information mandated by 
the Ac t^ but could not be considered exceptionally informative and internally 
consistei/t documents This would appear to Reflect a strong tendency to 
follow the letter of the law. 

The only informativcness/internal consistency levels for w^ich there were 
significant differences in -the percents of lEPsfor the State/Speeial Facility 
and Basic Survey populations were Levels 2 and 3^ There were moire Leyel^2- 
lEPs for students in. state/special facilities (52 percent) than in the Basi^ 
Survey population (36 percent)* There were more. Level 3 lEPs for students irt 
the ,Basic Survey population (35 percent) than ^^r the .State/Special Facility 
population *i22 percent). Looking across these two levels^ the percents are, 
about the same (74 percent in the Basic'Survey population and 72 percent ixi 
the State/Special Facility population). ^ ^ 

analysis of why iS.tate/Special Facility lEPs failad to' reach the next, 
h'SEer level indicated the fo,llowing: 



h^^per 1 



\ 




•'1' 



Figure G.l. Distribution of Stat-e /Special Facility' lEPs Over the Four Levels . ^ 
— y \ ' 

^ standard, errors are: Level 1,, 5,7; Level 2/5,8; Level 3^ 3.6; Level 4, 
approximately 3*4. \ ' . ,^ 
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(a) ^tevel 1 lEPs ^failed to meet J»evel 2 criteria priinarily in that: 

63 percent did not include present-level-of- functioning 
, information . 

** 38 percent did not include short-term objectives. 

" y^2^0percent did not include at least two of the following: 

(1) . Beginning date of service, 

(2) Anticipated duration of service. 

C^) 'Proportion oftime in regular programs- 

(b) Level 2 JEPs failed to* meet Level 3 criteria primarily in that: 

w 'I 

^ 27 .percent failed to include at least two short-^term objectives 

for more than 50 percent o£ the academic/ functional areas for 
which ^ annual goal was listed. 

58* percent failed- to include at least two of the following: 
' (1) ^ Bersonnel responsible for services. 
\ ' -Cl) Participant^ in the lEP process. 

(3) Space for parental approval. 

A — 37 percent failed to include at least two of the following: 

(1) Beginning date of sej^ice. * 

(2) - ^Anticipated duration of service. 

(3) Proportion of time in regular programs! 

(g) Level 3 lEPs failed to meet Level 4 criteria primarily in that: 
^ . 30 percent failed'to include goals and objectives for more than 

50 percent of the academic/f unctional areas where a need was 
indicated. 

58 percent failed to include at least two 6hort-term objectives 
for more than 90 percent of the academic/f unctional areas for 
which an annual goal was listed^ 

41 percenL, failed to provide evaluation, criteria for evaluating 
at least 25 percent of the short-term objectives* 

59 percent failed^ to include least two of the following: 
^ (1) Student's age. 

(2) Student's grade level. 

(3) Rationale for placement, 

27 percent did not include the required number of short-term 
objectives* 
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Perhaps the simplest approach to summ'arizing the major potential areas 
for iinprovement in the State/Special^ Facility lEPs, based on the analyses 
^discussed in this appendix^ is to note the six"' major conditions that prevent 
95 percent^ of the State/Special Facility lEPs from being' considered ^xcepn 
tiooally informative and interna lly^consi stent documents . Following is a 
brief discussion of, these conditions ^ which in total were similar to the 
conditions causing major concerns in the Basic Survey population. 

(a) A major determinant of the types of information entered in lEPs was 
the lEP format* As was portrayed in Figure G,l, 95 percent of the 
State/Special Facility lEPs failed' to * include some infonnatioa 
considered desirable for an exceptionally informative and internally 
consistent lEP (e.g.^ such information as- present level of perfor*- 
mance^ annual goals^* short^tenn objectives, beginning date of service, 
anticipated duration of service^ percent of time in regular program^ 
aPd personnel responsible for services < As for the Basic Survey^ 
population, in a major portion fperhaps 96 percent) of these cases, 
based on data from Chapter 4,'^the State/ Special Facility lEP fonnat 
did ^not include a heading requesting the information. In sommar/, 
the lEP fohoat is a powerful determinant of provided information. 

(b) In 60 percent of the State/Special Fac ility^ lEPs , evaluation criteria 
were provided for fewer tha'^n 25 percent of the short*-term objectives** 
In only 51 percent of the lEPs were evaluation criteria included for 
at least 50 percent of the objectives* These data indicated that 
.the lack of completeness of short-term objective^ statements was a 
major shortcomi^ of lEPs. 

(c) Fortyeight percent of Sjiate/Speciel Facility lEPs failed to include 
annual goals and short*-term objectives for more' than 50 percent of 
the academic/ functional areas where a special education need was 
indicated. While it would be expected that some needs would not 
necessarily be addressed because of priority needs in other areas^ 
provision of special education services in no more than half of the 
areas o^ indicated need appeared to represent a deficiency either in 
the I^Ps or in the services actually, provided, 

(d) Forty-seven percent of the lEPs did not include at. least two short- 
term objectives per month of fuli-^time equivalency '^^pecij^l "Educa- 
tion. (See Appendix G of Volume III.) Wh^le there is no neeQ^or' 
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requirement for lEPs to iaclude massive numbers of^ short-term objec- 
tives, almost half of the lEPs had 'sugh a s^all number of objective^ 
(in relationship to duratioif^ of ^tlme covered and proportion of time 
that the student will be served) that appropriate ^'benchmarks'* for 
^ meeting the annual goals could not be considered to be influded, 
(e) Thirty-three percent of the State/Special Facility lEPs did not - 

^ provide evidence of a thorough evaluation of present level of func"* 

' tioning (as evidenced by the inclusion of supporting data, e,g,, 
test data , for at least three academic:/ functional areas , or an 
indication that an evaluation was made in at least one area where 
special educatioir was found not to be needed). ' 

^ (f) Twenty-six percent of the State/Special Facility lEPs did not list 
at leasL^^^Cwo short-term objectives for at least 50 percent of the 
academic/ functional areas where an annual goal was listed. This 
was another indication that a sufficient number of short-term 'objec- 
tives often was not provided. * 

IV. SUMMARY 

This appendix dealt with Che overall informativeness and internal consis-* ^ 
tency of , State/special Facility lEPs. Tour categories or levels of lEPs were 
established to conduct an exploratory investigation of informativeness and 
internal consistency. 

\ While only five percent of the State/Special Facility lEPs could be con- 
sidered exceptionally informative and internally consistent documents under 
the criteria used in these analyses , 79 percent general ly met most of the 
requirements of^ the Art. All of the lEPs met at least part of the re^uire- 
mfetits of the Act- ^ ' < 

The only informativeness/internal consistency levels. for which there were 
significant^differences in the pefcents of lEPs for the State/Special Facility 
and Basic Survey populations were Levels 2 and 3 lEPs. There were more Level 2 
lEfs for students in state/special facilities than in the Basic Survey popula- 
tion, and there were more Level 3 lEPs for stud'ents in the Basic Surv^ popu- 
latioQ than for the State/Special Facility pop^ulation. Looking across these 
-two levels J the percents were about the same in the State/Special Facility and 
Basfc Survey populations- , \ 
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The major potential 4reas for improvement *in State/Special Facility IEPs> 
based on the analyses discussed. in this chapter, were:*- 

a) Inclusion of headings io^^e I£P format under which to enter mandated 
information (e.g., beginning date of service^ proposed duration of 
service) ^ ■ ' ^ 

b) Inclusion of headings in the I£P format under which to enter nonman^ 
' dateii but ^portant information (e.g.> age, grade level, rationa»le 

for placement, parental-approval, personnel responsibl-e for seryices> 
participants in the lEP process). 

c) , Inclusion of criteria ,for evaluatin^short-term objectives (either 

by writing the objectives in meisMrable terrn^ or by including the 
eva^luation criteria elsewhere in the lEP). . 

d) Provision af annual goals an^ short*term objectives' for a larger 
proportion of the areas, where needs are indicated. 

^ e) Inclusion of sufficient number of short-term objectives to provide 
appropriate "benchmarks" of progress toward Aeeting the annual 
goals. ^ ' ' 

f) Provision of more complete information regarding present level of 
fu^tioning. 

These areas> in total> are very similar to those requiring improvement in 
the Basic Survey population. f * ' ' 
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Appendix H 



Description' of Reporting Variables 



This appendix defines the reporting- variable's and groups for the State/ 
Special Facilities Substudy, All reported numbers refer to sample sizes. ^ 



A* Nature and Severity of Student Handicapping Cpndition 

The handicapping c^ndition(s) for each' child was specified by the child'^ 
teachei;. The teacher could specify one. or more of eight types of handicaps 
(mentally retarded, learning disabled^ emotionally disturbed^ speech impaired^ 
deaf and h^rd of hearings visually handicapped, orthopedic>ally in^aired and 
other) for each child. Also, the teacher was as^ed to assign one of three 
severity levels (mild, moderate^ severe)' to each of the specified conditions, 

Using these data reported by teachers, RTI assirgiled those chj-ldren for 
whom more than on^- condition wa& noted to a "multiple conditions'" category. 
The highest severity level for ^ny single handicapping condition was assigned- 
to these children , For example > a "moderate" learning disability combined 
with a "severe" visual handicap would be designated as a "severe" multiple 
condition; a "moderate" learning disability combined with a "moderate" visual 
handicap would be designated^^^^a "moderate** multiple condition. 

As a result^ each of the 550 students in the sample was assigned to one 
of the following nine "nature-of-handicapping-condition" categories and one of 
the following three "seVerity-of-handicapping-condition" levels: 

1) Nature of Handicapping Condition 

a)^ HentSUy retarded (n = 71)- 
' ^ b) Learning disabled (n = 21). 

c) . Emotionally disturbed (n « 40). 

d) Speech impaired (n = 13)- 

e) Deaf and hard of'hearing (n = 39). 

f) Orthopedically impaired (n = 14). ^ 

g) VisixaHy handicapped (n = 13). 

h) Other health impaired *(n = 34). 

i) Multiple conditions (n = 305). i 
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2) Severity of Hapdicappipg Conditiop 

a) Mild = 63). 

b) Moderate (n ^ 157). 

c) Revere (it = 330) . 



B- Student Age Levels: 3-5, 6-l2> 13-1S> and 16-21 

'^Teachers specified the age, as of 1 December 1978» of eacl^studerit in the 



sample. 

1) 

2) 
.3) 
4) 



The following four broad-age groupings were formed: 
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3-:5 years (n = 72), * * 

6-12 years (n = 168). 
13-15 years (n = 146). 
16-21 years (n = 164), 
These age groupings correspond roughly to the age levels of preschool, elemen 
tary school, middle/junior hTgh school, and senior high school students^ 
respectively. 
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